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OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000

PERSONNEL AND
READINESS

MAY 112077
The Honorable John MeCain
Chatrman
Committee on Armed Services
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Section 1631 of the Tke Skelton National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal
Year (FY) 201 [(Public Law 111-383), requires the Secretary of Defense to submit to the
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives an annual report on
the sexual assaults involving members of the Armed Forces during the preceding year, including
reports from each of the Military Departments,

The enclosed “Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2016 Annual Report on Sexual
Assault in the Military” presents statistics and analysis of reports of sexual assault during FY
2016 and discusses policy and program improvements to the Sexual Assault Prevention and
Response program of the Department of Defense (DoD). The numerical data and statistics
contained in this report are drawn from metrics identified in the Department’s evaluation plan,
which fulfills additional reporting requirements outlined in the NDAAs for FYs 2011, 2012,
2013, and 2015.

This report documents considerable progress to address sexual assault in the military.
Results from the “2016 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey” indicate that estimated
instances of sexual assault for active duty Service members decreased in FY 2016, while the
proportion of Service members choosing to report a sexual assault increased. With sexual assault
being a significantly underreported crime, we consider this higher proportion of reporting as an
indicator that victims are continuing to gain confidence in their leaders and response personnel to
provide them with the care they need and hold alleged perpetrators appropriately accountable.

While this report documents progress to address sexual agsault, the Department must
continue to emphasize a climate of dignity and respect where male and female victims alike are
empowered to report this crime, The DoD will continue in FY 2017 to implement enduring
culture change so that this country's most important fighting resource — our men and women in
uniform — can operate in a command elimate without sexual assault,



[ am sending a similar letter, with the Department’s report, to the Chairman of the House
Committee on Armed Services.

Sincerely,

_IM K4

A. M. Kurta
Performing the Duties of the Under Secretary of
Defense for Personnel and Readiness

Enclosures:
As stated

cC:
The Honorable Jack Reed
Ranking Member



OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000

mmue; AND
READINESS
The Honorable William M. “Mac” Thornberry waY 1200
Chairman
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Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Section 1631 of the Tke Skelton National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal
Year (FY) 2011(Public Law 111-383), requires the Secretary of Defense to submit to the
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives an annual report on
the sexual assaults involving members of the Armed Forces during the preceding year, including
reports from each of the Military Departments.

The enclosed “Department of Defense Fiscal Year 2016 Annual Report on Sexual
Assault in the Military” presents statistics and analysis of reports of sexual assault during FY
2016 and discusses policy and program improvements to the Sexual Assault Prevention and
Response program of the Department of Defense (DoD). The numerical data and statistics
contained in this report are drawn from metrics identified in the Department’s evaluation plan,
which fulfills additional reporting requirements outlined in the NDAAs for FYs 2011, 2012,
2013, and 2015.

This report documents considerable progress to address sexual assault in the military.
Results from the “2016 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey” indicate that estimated
instances of sexual assault for active duty Service members decreased in FY 2016, while the
proportion of Service members choosing to report a sexual assault increased. With sexual assault
being a significantly underreported crime, we consider this higher proportion of reporting as an
indicator that victims are continuing to gain confidence in their leaders and response personnel to
provide them with the care they need and hold alleged perpetrators appropriately accountable.

While this report documents progress to address sexual assault, the Department must
continue to emphasize a climate of dignity and respect where male and female victims alike are
empowered to report this crime. The DoD will continue in FY 2017 to implement enduring
culture change so that this country's most important fighting resource — our men and women in
uniform — can operate in a command climate without sexual assault.



[ am sending a similar letter, with the Department’s report, to the Chairman of the Senate
Committee on Armed Services.

Sincerely,
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A. M. Kurta
Performing the Duties of the Under Secretary of
Defense for Personnel and Readiness

Enclosures:
As stated
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The Honorable Adam Smith
Ranking Member
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Executive Summary

The Department's Sexual Assault
Prevention and Response Program is
prevention-focused with an uncompromising
commitment to victim assistance. Sexual
assault prevention and response policies and
actions are evidence-based and data driven.
The Department strives to continuously
improve the Sexual Assault Prevention and
Response Program through Service member
feedback, collaboration with external program
stakeholders, and inter-Service collaboration.

The Department initially created the
Sexual Assault Prevention and Response
Program in 2005. However, many of the legal
reforms and improvements to the program
occurred in years since 2012. These
improvements have come from the
application of research findings to program
tenets, initiatives directed by the Secretary of
Defense, and Congressional legislation, to
include the most comprehensive reform of the
military justice system in 50 years. This year’s
report shows evidence of significant progress
in the Department’s efforts to prevent and
respond to sexual assault. Nonetheless, there
is still much more work to do to continue
these trends into the future.

Section 1631 of the |ke Skelton National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2011 (Public Law 111-383) requires the
Department to provide Congress with an
annual report on sexual assaults involving
members of the Armed Forces. This report
satisfies that requirement. In this report, DoD
uses the term “sexual assault” to refer to a
range of crimes, including rape, sexual
assault, forcible sodomy, aggravated sexual
contact, abusive sexual contact, and attempts
to commit these offenses, as defined by the
Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ).

Fiscal Year 2016 Program Efforts

The Department of Defense worked
aggressively during fiscal year 2016 to
address four key program efforts:

e Advancing Sexual Assault Prevention,

e Assuring a Quality Response to Service
Members Who Report Sexual Assault,

e Improving Response to Male Service
Members Who Report Sexual Assault,
and

e Combatting Retaliation Associated with
Sexual Assault Reporting.

These efforts align toward a common
end, which is to reduce, with the goal to
eliminate, sexual assault from the military.
The report also outlines the many actions
advanced by the Department, Military
Services, and National Guard Bureau during
fiscal year 2016.

Advancing Sexual Assault Prevention

Sexual assault prevention stops violence
before it begins. The Department designs its
prevention efforts to decrease the occurrence
of sexual assault, empower safe intervention
in risky situations, detect risk and protective
factors within unit climates, and emphasize
leadership’s central role in advancing
workplaces that promote dignity and respect.
The Department completed the following
major efforts to advance sexual assault
prevention in fiscal year 2016:

e Conducted the first phase of the
Installation Prevention Project, a study
intended to identify installation and
community risk factors for sexual assault
and develop associated actions
leadership can take to mitigate sexual
violence.

Fiscal Year 2016



e Launched the DoD Prevention
Collaboration Forum to serve as a
venue to facilitate the development,
sharing, and implementation of
prevention-related practices which could
have an impact across the Department.

¢ Initiated development of the 2017-2021
Sexual Assault Prevention Plan of
Action that places primary prevention as
a core focus in developing tasks and
initiatives that seek to stop the crime of
sexual assault before it occurs. The plan
aims to achieve unity of effort and
purpose across the Department of
Defense.

Assuring a Quality Response to Service
Members Who Report Sexual Assault

The Department’s response system aims
to empower victims, facilitate recovery, and
encourage crime reporting.' The Department
completed the following major efforts to
ensure a quality response to Service
members who report sexual assault in fiscal
year 2016:

e Continued professional development
for sexual assault response
coordinators and victim advocates
through the Department of Defense
Sexual Assault Advocate Certification
Program, which ensures that appropriate
personnel are appointed, appropriately
trained, and in possession of the requisite
level of knowledge and expertise to
provide assistance throughout the
reporting and recovery process.

e Expanded the outreach of the
Department of Defense Safe Helpline
through an increase in efforts and
available services. The Safe Helpline
provides anonymous crisis intervention
support and connects Service members

' As used in this report, the term “victim” includes alleged
victims and the use of the terms *“subject,” “offender,” or
“perpetrator” does not convey any presumption about the guilt
or innocence of any individual, nor does the term “incident” or
“report” substantiate an occurrence of a sexual assault.

to resources that may ultimately lead to a
victim making a report of sexual assault.
As such, the Safe Helpline can help to
build confidence in the reporting process
for those reluctant to wuse military
resources.

e Worked to streamline access from the
Department of Defense to the
Department of Veterans Affairs to
simplify access to treatment resources
when moving from Service member to
Veteran status and to close the
communications gap between the
departments.

e Assured confidentiality for Service
members making a Restricted Report
in states with mandatory crime
reporting laws. Federal law now allows
Service members to file a Restricted
Report in state jurisdictions that have
mandatory reporting laws. These reports
are kept confidential unless reporting is
necessary to prevent or mitigate serious
and imminent threat to someone. This
removes a potential barrier to reporting,
and Department policy now enables
Service members who make a Restricted
Report at military treatment facilities to
receive the necessary care without
notifying state officials unless a serious
and imminent threat to someone exists.

Improving Response to Male Service
Members Who Report Sexual Assault

Sexual assault is a crime that affects both
men and women in the military and male
Service members who experience sexual
assault are less likely to report the incident.
The Department completed the following
major efforts in fiscal year 2016 to improve
response to male Service members who
reported sexual assault:

e Developed the Department of Defense
Plan to Prevent and Respond to Sexual
Assault of Military Men that articulates
the Department’s unified commitment to
developing a data-driven prevention and
response system that is tailored to military

DoD SAPRO



men and supported by leaders at all
levels.

e Conducted the Department of Defense
Safe HelpRoom Webinar to support
men who experienced sexual assault
to enhance responders’ knowledge about
male survivors and highlight the
capabilities of the Department of Defense
Safe HelpRoom.

Combatting Retaliation Associated with
Sexual Assault Reporting

Retaliation associated with reporting a
crime or other misconduct not only harms the
lives and careers of victims,
bystanders/witnesses, and first responders,
but also undermines military readiness and
weakens the culture of dignity and respect.
The Department completed the following
major efforts to combat retaliation associated
with sexual assault reporting in fiscal year
2016:

e Published the Department of Defense
Retaliation Prevention and Response
Strategy that aligns Departmental efforts
in combatting retaliation related to reports
of sexual assault and complaints of
sexual harassment.

e Established the Department of Defense
Inspector General Whistleblower
Reprisal Directorate to investigate all
complaints of reprisal related to a report
of sexual assault.

These program efforts are not inclusive of
every aspect of the crime of sexual assault,
nor does this report detail every action that
the Department, Military Services, and the
National Guard Bureau are taking to prevent
and respond to this crime. Additional program
highlights can be found in Appendix A of this
report. The Department continues to assess
its programs and policies to ensure that it is
effectively addressing the needs of Service
members.

The Department employed several

assessment efforts to learn more about the
impact of programs to prevent and respond to
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sexual assault. The 2016 Workplace and
Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty
Members, the 2016 Military Investigation and
Justice Experience Survey, and other
research drives the identification of potential
major issues facing the Department’s Sexual
Assault Prevention and Response Program.
The Department uses findings from surveys,
focus groups, reports of sexual assault, and
other sources to shape its strategic approach
and drive future program efforts.

Fiscal Year 2016 Top Line Results

The Department measures progress in
this area by a number of metrics,
understanding that no one metric is fully
reflective of progress. Primarily, the
Department strives to decrease the number
of Service members who experience a sexual
assault (i.e., prevalence), while increasing the
proportion of these Service members who
choose to come forward to report this crime
and receive restorative care (i.e., reporting
behaviors).

Reporting Behaviors

The Military Services received 6,172
reports of sexual assault involving Service
members as either victims or subjects of
criminal investigations throughout fiscal year
2016, which represents a 1.5 percent
increase from the reports made in fiscal year
2015. Of the 6,172 reports of sexual assault,
5,350 involved Service member victims. Of
those 5,350 Service member victims, 556
Service members (about 10 percent) made a
report for incidents that occurred before
entering military service. The remaining
reports involved 778 victims who were U.S.
civilians or foreign nationals and 44 victims
for whom status data were not available.

The Department of Defense offers
Service members the opportunity to make
either an Unrestricted or Restricted Report of
sexual assault. The Military Services received
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4,5912 Unrestricted Reports involving Service
members as either victims or subjects in
2016. In addition, the Military Services initially
received 1,995 Restricted Reports involving
Service members as either victims or
subjects. Four hundred fourteen (21 percent)
of the initial Restricted Reports later
converted to Unrestricted Reports. These 414
converted Restricted Reports are now
counted in the 4,591 Unrestricted Reports. Of
the initial Restricted Reports, 1,581 reports
remained Restricted.

The Department takes appropriate action
in every case where it has jurisdiction and the
evidence to do so. This year, the Department
had sufficient evidence to take some kind of
disciplinary action in 64 percent of cases
within DoD’s legal authority. Disciplinary
action was not possible for the remaining 36
percent of cases due to evidentiary or other
legal factors, such as the victim declining to
participate, insufficient evidence of an offense
to prosecute, or other reasons. Appendices B
and C of this report detail sexual assault data
from fiscal year 2016.

Prevalence

The Workplace and Gender Relations
Survey for Active Duty Members was
conducted in fiscal year 2016 to capture
estimates of past-year sexual assault and
sexual harassment prevalence (occurrence).
In fiscal year 2016, 4.3 percent of active duty
women and 0.6 percent of active duty men
indicated experiencing sexual assault in the
year prior to being surveyed. These rates
represent a statistically significant decrease
from the rates of sexual assault measured in
the 2014 RAND Military Workplace Survey.
Using these rates, the Department estimates

2 The Department pulls and analyzes data from DSAID six
weeks after the end of the FY to allow sufficient time for data
validation. During this six-week period, 21 additional Restricted
Reports converted to Unrestricted. These 21 reports are
included with the 414 reports that converted from Restricted to
Unrestricted that DoD counts with FY16 numbers.

that about 14,900' Service members
experienced some kind of sexual assault in
2016, down from about 20,300 in 2014.
Additional results can be found in Annex 1 of
this report.

Overall, this year’s statistical data indicate
that the Department is making progress
toward its dual goals of reducing the
occurrence  of sexual assault and
encouraging greater reporting of the crime. In
fact, this year’s data suggest that about one
in three Service members are choosing to
report their sexual assault, up from the one in
four estimated for 2014 and the one in
fourteen estimated ten years ago in 2006.

The Department of Defense remains
committed to advancing a military culture
where sexist behaviors, sexual harassment,
and sexual assault are not tolerated,
condoned, or ignored. Military commanders
understand that prevention of sexual assault
is synonymous with military readiness, and
empower their people to take appropriate
action to protect each other. The
Department’'s ultimate success relies on
every member of the military community
understanding his/her role and acting to
create a safer and healthier climate within the
United States Armed Forces.
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Introduction

The Department of Defense (DoD) Fiscal
Year (FY) 2016 Annual Report on Sexual
Assault in the Military satisfies the following
statutory reporting requirements:

e Section 542 of Carl Levin and Howard P.
“Buck” McKeon National Defense
Authorization Act (NDAA) for FY 2015
(Public Law (P.L.) 113-291);

e Section 575 of NDAA for FY 2013 (P.L.
112-239); and

e Section 1631 of lke Skelton NDAA for
FY11 (P.L. 111-383).

Section 481 of Title 10 of the United
States Code (U.S.C.) also requires the
Department to conduct the Workplace and
Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty
Members (WGRA) every 2 years. The Office
of People Analytics (OPA) conducts the
survey using measures created for the 2074
RAND Military Workplace Study (RMWS) to
estimate past-year sexual assault and sexual
harassment prevalence in the active force.
Active duty members of the Military Services
could complete the survey online or on paper.
Survey questions asked respondents about
their experience of sexual assault, outcomes
associated with reporting an incident of
sexual assault, and gender-related Military
Equal Opportunity violations. Results of the
2016 WGRA can be found in Annex 1 to this
report.

OPA also conducted an additional survey
in FY16, the 2016 Military Investigation and
Justice Experience Survey (MIJES), to
assess Service members’ experiences with
the investigative and military justice
processes. The survey assessed opinions
and self-reported experiences associated
with making an Unrestricted report of sexual
assault. The 2016 MIJES was a voluntary
and anonymous survey. Participants included
Service members who filed an Unrestricted
Report of an alleged sexual assault by an
alleged military perpetrator whose case
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reached final disposition at the time the
sample was drawn in 2016. Results of the
2016 MIJES show that Service members
continue to value the support provided by
Special Victims’ Counsel (SVC)/Victims’
Legal Counsel (VLC) attorneys, Sexual
Assault Response Coordinators (SARC), and
Sexual Assault Prevention and Response
(SAPR) Victim Advocates (VA). Respondents
noted continued challenges with support from
immediate supervisors and with perceptions
of retaliation associated with their report.
However, the 2076 MIJES was not weighted;
therefore, results of the study are not
generalizable to all Service member victims
whose case reached final disposition. Results
of the 20716 MIJES can be found in Annex 2
to this report.

This is the Department's 13th Annual
Report on sexual assault, and it covers
sexual assault allegations made during FY16
(October 1, 2015 through September 30,
2016). Enclosed with this report are
supplementary reports from the Secretaries
of the Military Departments, the Chief of the
National Guard Bureau (NGB), and OPA.

The SAPR program addresses sexual
assault reports by adults against adults,
including sex offenses, as defined in Articles
120 and 125 of the Uniform Code of Military
Justice (UCMJ), and Article 80, attempts to
commit these offenses. Sexual assaults
between spouses or intimate partners fall
under the purview of the Family Advocacy
Program (FAP). Appendix J of this year's
report contains preliminary data on sexual
assaults between spouses and intimate
partners that were reported to FAP in FY16.

Military research suggests that sexual
assault and sexual harassment are
interrelated problems. The 2016 WGRA
demonstrated a clear relationship between
sexual harassment and sexual assault.
However, the behaviors that constitute sexual
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harassment do not always rise to the level of
criminal misconduct. Such behavior is
nonetheless disruptive to those Service
members targeted by the harassment and
undermines good order and discipline.
Sexual harassment requires a different
response than the crime of sexual assault.
Sexual harassment falls under the purview
of the Office of Diversity Management and
Equal Opportunity (ODMEO). Appendix H
of this year’s report contains data on formal
and informal sexual harassment complaints
that were made to ODMEO in FY16.

This year’s report outlines four key FY16
program efforts where the Department took
action to accomplish its mission to reduce,
with the goal to eliminate, sexual assault from
the military. These program efforts are
advancing sexual assault prevention,

11

assuring a quality response to Service
members who report sexual assault,
improving response to male Service
members who report sexual assault, and
combatting retaliation associated with sexual
assault reporting. The following pages
summarize key efforts and do not detail every
action the Department, Military Services, and
NGB are taking.

The program efforts described in this
report highlight actions to sustain and
enhance the DoD prevention and response
systems, through both  programmatic
initiatives, and policy changes to combat
sexual assault.

DoD SAPRO



Spotlight: FY16 Data
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FY16 Annual Report Statistical Highlights
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Advancing Sexual Assault Prevention

Sexual assault prevention stops sexual
violence before it begins. The Department
takes a public health approach to preventing
sexual assault by emphasizing the health,
safety; and well-being of the entire military
population. DoD strives to provide the
maximum benefit for the largest number of
people. Prevention also requires
understanding the factors that influence
sexual violence. The Department uses a
modified version of the Centers for Disease
Control’'s social-ecological model (SEM) to
better understand the impact of violence
across the entire organization and the effect
of potential prevention strategies. The SEM
model considers the complex interplay
between individual, relationship, community,
and societal factors. The DoD model uses the
same approach, and adds the influence of
leadership to drive change within each of
these factors. This modification allows for a
better understanding of the range of factors
that put people at risk for violence, or protect
them from experiencing or perpetrating
violence. The Department designs its
prevention efforts to decrease the occurrence
of sexual assault, empower safe intervention
in risky situations, detect risk and protective
factors within unit climates, and emphasize
leadership’s central role in advancing
workplaces that promote dignity and respect.

FY16 Assessment of Progress

Sexual Assault Rates for Men and Women
Decreased Significantly Since 2014

The Department’s primary measure of
prevention progress is the estimated past-
year prevalence of sexual assault. This
measures the number of Service members
that experienced behaviors consistent with
the sexual assault offenses defined in military
law. The 2016 WGRA found an estimated 4.3
percent of military women and an estimated
0.6 percent of military men indicated
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experiencing some form of sexual assault in
the year prior to being surveyed."

These rates
represent a The decreases in
statistically significant estimated rates of
decrease from the sexual assault
estimated rates of between 2016 and
sexual assault 2014 are
measured in the 2074 statistically
RMWS. Two vyears significant,

ago, RAND found an
estimated 4.9 percent
of military women and
0.9 percent of military

meaning the
decrease that
occurred in the

men experienced due to random
some kind of sexual fluctuations in the
assault in the past data.

year.

The Department

conducts the WGRA surveys so that the
results are representative of the entire active
duty force. This approach allows DoD to
estimate the number of active duty Service
members who experience sexual assault.
The Department estimates that about 14,900
Service members experienced some kind of
sexual assault in 2016. This figure is down
from an estimated 20,300 active duty
members experiencing a sexual assault in
2014."

2016 Sexual Assault Estimated Prevalence
Rate is at a Ten Year Low

It has been ten years since the
Department conducted the first WGRA survey
in 2006 to estimate the extent of sexual
assault in the military. Direct statistical
comparisons cannot be made between rates
of sexual assault obtained in the 2006 WGRA
and the rates obtained in the 2076 WGRA
due to changes during the intervening years
to its measures and survey content. However,
for a non-scientific frame of reference,
estimated rates of unwanted sexual contact"
in 2006 were 6.8 percent for women and 1.8
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Fewer incidents of

percent for men. In 2006, the Department
estimated that roughly 34,200 active duty
members experienced some kind of
unwanted sexual contact in the year prior to
being surveyed. No direct, scientific
comparisons can be made between the older
survey findings and this year's survey
findings described in the following sections.
However, the Department can reasonably say
this year's estimates are the lowest on
record. Nonetheless, more must be done to
eradicate this crime from the military.

Risk of Sexual Assault on Military
Installations Decreased Since 2006

The circumstances that make up sexual
assault in the military have varied over time.
In both the 2006 and 2016 WGRA, members
were asked to think about the one situation of
unwanted sexual contact or sexual assault
that had the biggest effect on them during the
year. Thinking about this situation, they were
asked to provide details about when and
where the situation occurred.

For instance, the 2006 WGRA found that
of those who indicated experiencing
unwanted sexual contact, 75 percent of
women and 74 percent of men indicated the
situation occurred at a military installation and
45 percent of women and 68 percent of men
indicated the situation occurred during duty
hours. DoD has placed greater emphasis on
improving workplace climate and installation
safety in the intervening years. These efforts
appear to have had an effect on making
military units and installations somewhat
safer. The 2016 WGRA found that of those
active duty members
who indicated
experiencing  sexual

sexual assault are
, assault, 64 percent of
occurring on
g women and men
military

indicated the situation
occurred at a military
installation, and 27
percent of women and
45 percent of men indicated the situation
occurred at work during duty hours. In sum,
fewer of the most serious incidents of sexual

installations and in
military workplaces
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assault are occurring on military installations
and in military workplaces.

Proportion of Sexual Assaults Committed
by Civilians Increased Since 2006

The 2006 and 2016 surveys also found
that the vast majority of active duty members
indicated the alleged offender in the one
situation with greatest impact on them was a
military member. For both men and women,
the proportion of active duty members who
indicated that there were only civilians
involved in the most serious incident appear
to have doubled from 2006 to 2016 — from 4
percent to 8 percent of women, and from 8
percent to 16 percent of men. Civilians are
found both on and off base. However, given
the finding that installations and military
workplaces pose lesser risk, it follows that
some of these civilians are likely being
encountered in non-military environments.
This important pattern deserves emphasis in
prevention programming.

Multiple Alleged Offenders Risk About the
Same for Men and Women

Similarly, members in both the 2006 and
2016 surveys were asked how many alleged
offenders were involved in the one situation
that had the greatest effect on them. A higher
percentage of women indicated multiple
alleged offenders in 2016 compared to 2006
(21 percent in 2006 and 31 percent in 2016).
In contrast, a lower percentage of men
indicated multiple alleged offenders in 2016
compared to 2006 (42 percent in 2006 and
33 percent in 2016). This essentially means
that in 2016 similar proportions of men and
women identify the situation with the greatest
effect involved multiple alleged offenders.

Neither survey asked respondents to
characterize the situation with multiple
alleged offenders. However, the Department
expects that additional emphasis on
preventing incidents of hazing and bullying
may reduce risk of multiple alleged offender
incidents.
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large proportion of
the incidents of
sexual assault.

Alcohol Involvement Increased

Effective prevention requires an
understanding of the role alcohol plays in
sexual assault. The role of alcohol and/or
drugs in the one situation appeared to
become more prominent between 2006 and
2016." However, relatively few Service
members indicated use of drugs by them or
the alleged offender. For the vast majority of

incidents involving alcohol and/or drugs,
Service members

Drug and alcohol identified alcohol as
facilitated crime being the more
accounts for a common substance

involved. Nonetheless,
drug and alcohol use
were combined into a
single category for the
following analyses. In
the 2006 survey, 32 percent of women and
38 percent of men indicated the one situation
involved alcohol and/or drug use by them or
the alleged offender. In the 2016 survey, 60
percent of women and 42 percent of men
indicated alcohol and/or drugs were involved
before the one situation of sexual assault. In
sum, drug and alcohol facilitated crime
accounts for a larger proportion of those
incidents that had the greatest impact on
Service members.

LGBT Active Duty Members at Greater
Risk for Sexual Assault and Sexual
Harassment

The Department works to refine its
statistical measures in order to obtain more
depth and insight into the extent of sexual
assault and its impact on the total force. The
Department subsequently uses these data
points to establish policies and programs.
Since 2006, the Department has broken
down WGRA survey results by certain
demographic variables, such as sex, rank,
and age. This year, these demographic
breakdowns also include sexual orientation
identifiers — lesbian, gay, bisexual, and
transgender (LGBT). The Department took
this action based on findings from a
systematic review of 75 civilian studies, which
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indicates that lesbian, gay, and bisexual
individuals may be at increased risk for
sexual assault victimization."

Five percent of active duty Service
members indicated in the 2076 WGRA that
they identify as either lesbian, gay, bisexual,
and/or transgender. Survey findings show
that Service members identifying as LGBT
are statistically more likely to indicate
experiencing sexual assault than members
who do not identify as LGBT. The overall
sexual assault estimated prevalence rate for
active duty members identifying as LGBT is
4.5 percent, compared to 0.8 percent for
those who do not identify as LGBT. An
estimated 6.3 percent of women who identify
as LGBT and 3.5 percent of men who identify
as LGBT indicated experiencing sexual
assault in 2016, compared to 3.5 percent and
0.3 percent of those who do not identify as
LGBT, respectively.

Additionally, Service members identifying
as LGBT are statistically more likely to
indicate experiencing sexual harassment than
members who do not identify as LGBT.
Overall, the estimated sexual harassment
rate for active duty members identifying as
LGBT is 22.8 percent, compared to 6.2
percent for those who do not identify as
LGBT. An estimated 27.5 percent of women
who identify as LGBT and 19.9 percent of
men who identify as LGBT indicated
experiencing sexual harassment in 2016,
compared to 18.3 percent and 4.3 percent
who do not identify as LGBT, respectively.

The Department will continue to follow
this small segment of the military community
in future survey efforts. In addition, DoD will
include targeted interventions,
communications, and means to empower this
population as part of its overall larger efforts
to eliminate sexual assault from the military.
Further detailed information regarding sexual
assault and LGBT Service members can be
found in Annex 1 of this report.
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Sexual Assault Risk Remains Highly
Correlated with Sexual Harassment
Experience

Estimated past-year rates of sexual
harassment continue to be highly correlated
with the experience of sexual assault. In
2016, 21.4 percent of active duty women and
5.7 percent of active duty men indicated
experiencing sexual harassment in the year
prior to being surveyed. Compared to 2014,
this was a significant decrease for active duty
men, whereas it remained the same for active
duty women. The definition used in the
WGRA requires the experience of sexual
harassment to be both pervasive and severe,
meaning that respondents indicated
behaviors more serious than a single sexist
joke or sexual comment. Respondents
indicated experiencing these unwanted
behaviors repeatedly and/or after asking the
individual behaving inappropriately to stop.

The experience of sexual harassment
remains highly correlated with the experience
of sexual assault. The odds of being sexually
assaulted are approximately 16 times higher
for active duty women who indicated
experiencing sexual harassment than for
active duty women who have not and 50
times higher for active duty men who
indicated experiencing sexual harassment
than for active duty men who did not. These
findings are comparable to observations from
the 2014 RMWS, wherein RAND found a
similar relationship between the phenomena:
active duty women who indicated
experiencing sexual harassment in the past-
year were 14 times more likely to experience
sexual assault than women who did not
experience sexual harassment. Active duty
men who indicated experiencing past-year
sexual harassment were 49 times more likely
to indicate experiencing sexual assault than
men who did not indicate experiencing sexual
harassment in the past-year. In sum, the
Department cannot conclude that sexual
harassment causes sexual assault. However,
these phenomena appear to occur together.
It may be that sexual harassment and other
misconduct, such as bullying and hazing, set
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the conditions for sexual assault to occur.
Such misconduct, when used to exclude
individuals from the group, may lead to
subsequent sexual assault or serve to ensure
the silence of victimized Service members.

The decrease in the past year estimated
occurrence of sexual assault is welcomed
news. However, continued progress towards
further decrements in sexual assault rates
requires continued resourcing in prevention
efforts. The following section highlights some
of the advancements DoD has made in
prevention in FY16.

FY16 Actions to Advance Sexual
Assault Prevention

Conducted First Phase of the Installation
Prevention Project

The DoD Sexual Assault Prevention and
Response Office (SAPRO) launched the
Installation Prevention Project (IPP) in FY15
in response to a Secretary of Defense
directive, requiring a multi-year project to
customize prevention efforts at select military
installations. This effort intends to identify
installation and community risk factors for
sexual assault and to develop associated
actions leadership can take to mitigate sexual
violence.

The IPP is DoD’s first comprehensive
effort to conduct a systematic review and
assessment of the effectiveness of sexual
assault prevention programs at the
installation level. In FY16, DoD SAPRO
engaged commanders and units stationed at
five military installations and one joint base.

The first phase of the project found that
the IPP installations’ prevention efforts
predominately emphasized sexual assault
awareness, with most efforts focusing on

stand-alone events intended to increase
knowledge and improve attitudes. Fewer
efforts at the installations focused on

research-informed actions to build skills and
capacity to prevent the crime. Nonetheless,
the Department observed strong indications
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of a shift in culture, in that old norms that
tolerated hazing, sexist attitudes, and
verbal/physical abuse appeared to be fading.
Further, leaders at the installations
understand the importance of the issue and
their role in prevention.

Launched the DoD Prevention
Collaboration Forum

The Department initiated  greater
coordination with other DoD and Military
Service programs that address readiness-
impacting problems, including the FAP, the
Defense Suicide Prevention Office, and
ODMEO. This collaborative forum intends to
help DoD and Service agencies identify
efficiencies and common areas of support
that can be leveraged in a more unified
approach to prevention. The Collaboration
Forum serves as the venue to facilitate the
development, sharing, and implementation of
prevention-related practices that could have
impact across the Department.

Initiated Development of the 2017-2021
Sexual Assault Prevention Plan of Action

The Department has accomplished a
great deal with the 2074-2016 DoD
Prevention Strategy; however, an updated
Prevention Plan of Action (PPoA) is required
to expand further prevention efforts so
effective practices become institutionalized at
every level of the Department. To move the
Department forward, DoD SAPRO began

development of the 2017-2021 Sexual
Assault PPoA in FY16.
Prevention efforts should ultimately

decrease the number of individuals who
perpetrate sexual assault and the number of
individuals who experience the crime. Many
prevention approaches aim to reduce the
factors that make the crime more likely while
increasing the factors that protect people
from harm. Comprehensive prevention
strategies address factors at each level of the
social environment, including individuals,
relationships, the local community, and
society as a whole.
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Continued Bystander Intervention
Training

DoD policy requires the Military Services
and NGB to employ the active bystander
intervention approach as part of required
annual SAPR training, professional military
education, and other prevention initiatives.
This requirement is based on the premise
that many sexual assaults begin in social
settings where others may detect a potential
offender’s attempts to groom and isolate a
potential victim. The Military Services are
designing these education and training efforts
as frameworks to teach intervention,
acceptable behavior, and healthy
relationships — all of which are important
parts of a prevention program. The following
are examples of efforts that the Military
Services and NGB are taking to implement
bystander intervention training:

e Army — An Army installation supported a
grassroots movement  called the
“‘Guardians.” The Guardians is a junior
leader volunteer community outreach
program whose mission is to eliminate
sexual harassment and sexual assault
through a collective effort involving senior
leader mentoring, peer-to-peer
accountability, and bystander
intervention. The program models positive
behaviors and empowers junior leaders to
act. Three Guardians received
Commanding General Volunteer Awards
as recoghnition for their efforts.

e Navy — The Navy’s “Chart the Course”
force-wide training initiative emphasizes
positive  professional behavior and
decision-making. The training uses
scenario-based videos and facilitator-led
discussions to help Sailors determine how
to make the right decisions, understand
consequences, and behave professionally
when facing difficult situations. Facilitated
discussions among peer groups covered
a spectrum of behaviors and emphasized
the importance of leaders at every level to
“step up, and step in.”

e Marine Corps — The Marine Corps
created a Public Service Announcement
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entitted “Dear Drill Instructor,” that
focused on prevention messaging,
highlighting how bystander intervention
can help protect any Marine who may find
himself or herself in a high-risk situation.
The PSA featured a Non-Commissioned
Officer (NCO) writing an email to his
former Dirill Instructor (DI), thanking the DI
for teaching him what it means to be a
Marine, both on and off the battlefield.
Because of the DI's influence, the NCO
writes that he stepped up to protect a
fellow Marine in a high-risk situation. The
Marine Corps posted this PSA to the
official Marine Corps social media page
and reached more than 123,000 people.
Additionally, the Marine Corps completed
an assessment of its “Step Up” Bystander
Intervention Training for junior Marines.
Originally developed in FY14, the
program teaches Marines practical peer-
to-peer bystander intervention strategies.
The assessment, conducted through pre-
and post-tests, found that identification of

bystander intervention techniques
increased 12.4 percent for training
participants.

Air Force — The Air Force implemented
Green Dot, an evidence-based bystander
intervention approach. Green Dot is a
three-pronged community mobilization

approach that was adapted for use in the
Air Force and has separate modules for
leaders, peer influencers, and the general
Air Force population. In addition, a
version of Green Dot was adapted for and
used by Air National Guard and Air Force
Reserve members to address their unique
requirements and time limitations.

e NGB - Teaching bystander intervention
techniques and empowering members to

act are primary techniques used
throughout the NGB to help prevent the
crime.

Way Forward on Prevention in FY17

Continue Development of the 2017-2021
Sexual Assault PPoA

The Department aims to achieve unity of
effort and purpose across all of DoD in the
execution of sexual assault prevention
initiatives and activities. To develop the
PPoA, the Department will continue to look to
incorporate insights from the Military Services
and prevention subject matter experts who
have experience in developing evidence-
based prevention methods.
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Assuring a Quality Response to Service
Members Who Report Sexual Assault

The Department’s response system aims
to empower victims, facilitate recovery, and
encourage crime reporting. Victims who
report the crime are more likely to engage
medical care and support services that can
help them restore their lives.” In addition,
reports of sexual assault provide the
Department a means with which to hold
alleged offenders appropriately accountable.
This section describes highlights from the
Department’s sexual assault data sources,
major actions, and planned activities for
FY17.

FY16 Assessment of Progress

The Department’s approach to victim
assistance follows empowerment methods™
by providing choices and quality services that
Service members will see as beneficial to
their recovery and participation in the military
justice process, as desired. The following
section summarizes the strengths and
challenges observed through the many
sources DoD uses to assess the progress of
the SAPR program.

Sexual Assault Reporting Continues to
Increase

The decision to report a sexual assault
remains an intensely personal choice for
anyone who has experienced it. The
Department recognizes that some Service
members will never consider reporting the
crime given the stigma and scrutiny sexual
assault victims encounter in U.S. society.
Nonetheless, efforts to increase reporting are
important because doing so connects a
greater number of Service members with
restorative care and support. This year, more
Service members chose to report a sexual
assault than ever before.
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Of the 6,172 sexual assault reports
received in FY16, 5,350 involved a Service
member victim. This represents a 2 percent
increase from the 5,240 Service members
reporting sexual assault in FY15. The
remaining 822 of the total 6,172 reports come
from civilian victims or others who were not
on active duty status with the U.S. Armed
Forces.

The Department’s scientific survey of the
active duty in 2016 estimates that about 4.3
percent of active duty women and 0.6 percent
of active duty men experienced some kind of
sexual assault in the
year prior to being

surveyed. The Abou'l‘ 1in 3
methods used to Service members
conduct the survey who indicated

allow the results to be expernencing a

generalized to the full sexual assault
population of the dur/qg military
active duty force. service made a
Consequently, an Restricted or
estimated 14,900 Unrestr{cted
active duty members Report in FY16

experienced a sexual
assault in FY16. Based on this result, the
Department estimates that 32 percent — or
about 1 in 3 — Service members who
indicated experiencing a sexual assault on
the 2076 WGRA made a Restricted or
Unrestricted Report for an incident that
occurred during Military Service in FY16. This
is an increase from the estimated 1 in 4
reporting Service members in 2014, and the 1
in 14 estimated in 2006.

Recent Rates of Restricted Report
Conversions Remain Relatively High

Restricted Reporting gives a victim time
to access services and pursue healing before
a criminal investigation occurs, while
providing victims with the opportunity to
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convert his or her report at any time to an
Unrestricted Report and participate in the
military justice process. This year, 414 (about
21 percent) of the 1,995 victims initially
making Restricted Reports converted their
report.> This is about the same share of
victims who converted their report to
Unrestricted by the end of FY15.
Nonetheless, conversion rates in recent years
are greater than the 14 to 17 percent
conversion rates observed from FYO07
through FY13.

Restricted Reports Converting More
Quickly

The Service members who converted
their reports from Restricted to Unrestricted
before the end of FY16 did so after an
average of about 27 days. This average is
fewer than the 30 days observed in FY15 and
the 36 days observed in FY14. The median
number of days - or the midpoint in the
frequency distribution of the number of days it
took to convert a report - has also decreased.
In FY16, the median number of days to
convert was 9 days, compared to 10 days in
FY15 and 12 days in FY14. The Department
does not require Service members to identify
their specific reasoning for converting from a
Restricted to an Unrestricted Report, nor
does it pressure them to do so within a given
time period. Nonetheless, a generally
accepted belief in both criminal investigations
and justice circles is that evidence is less
likely to be lost in cases that proceed to the
justice process more quickly.

® The Department pulls and analyzes data from DSAID six
weeks after the end of the FY to allow sufficient time for data
validation. During this six-week period, 21 additional Restricted
Reports converted to Unrestricted. These 21 reports are
included with the 414 reports that converted from Restricted to
Unrestricted that DoD counts with FY16 numbers.
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The Restricted Reporting Option
Promotes Overall Reporting by Service
Members

The Department developed the Restricted
Reporting option in 2005, based on a
recommendation from civilian and military
experts that some victims will never report
sexual assault if they must also engage the
justice process. The number of reports
remaining Restricted at the end of the year
now accounts for about a quarter of total
annual reporting. The data gathered this year
in the 2016 WGRA indicate that having both
options likely brings more Service members
forward to report than having the single,
Unrestricted means of reporting. The survey
asked Service members who indicated
experiencing a sexual assault in the past year
what they would have done had Restricted
Reporting not been an option. Of the DoD
women who indicated experiencing sexual
assault and making a Restricted report, more
than half (58%) indicated they would not have
reported without the option, while fewer than
one-fifth  (19%) would have made an
Unrestricted Report, and about one-quarter
(24%) were unsure about what they would
have done. Results for DoD men are not
reportable due to the small number of
respondents in this category.

About Ten Percent of Those Reporting
Seek Assistance with a Pre-Service
History of Sexual Assault

Most reported incidents in FY16 occurred
within the fiscal year; however, some
incidents occurred in prior years and/or prior
to military service. Of the 5,350 Service
members making a report in FY16, 556
reports involved incidents that occurred
before the member entered military service.
Prior-to-service  incident  reporting has
remained steady over the past few years;

roughly, 10 percent of Service member
reports each year involve pre-service
incidents. However, this reporting pattern

varies by military service. About 20 percent of
reports received by the Marine Corps this
year involved a pre-service sexual assault.

Fiscal Year 2016



The other three services were at or below the
DoD average of 10 percent. Restorative care,
counseling, and other support exist for all
Service members, regardless of when or
where the sexual assault occurred.

Most Response Services Rated Higher by
Women Than Men

The 2016 WGRA asked active duty
members who indicated experiencing sexual
assault in the past year to indicate if they had
received services or responses from
individuals or providers. If they had interacted
with the specified individual or provider, they
were asked to provide their level of
satisfaction with the services or responses
they received from each. Respondents could
indicate if they were satisfied, dissatisfied, or
neither satisfied or dissatisfied.

Nearly two-thirds of women indicated
satisfaction with the support they received
from a SARC, a SAPR VA, a chaplain, an
SVC/VLC, and a mental health provider. Over
half of women were satisfied with the support
received from medical providers. About one-
third of women indicated satisfaction with
support from the DoD Safe Helpline, and
likewise, the support they received from
civilian law enforcement personnel.
Satisfaction with the response from the unit
commander, senior enlisted advisor, and
one’'s immediate supervisor scored 46
percent, 42 percent, and 42 percent,
respectively. However, women also had the
greatest levels of dissatisfaction with their unit
commander, senior enlisted advisor, and
immediate supervisor, with about one-third of
women reporting dissatisfaction.

Satisfaction with support services varied
between men and women. Men rated their
satisfaction highest with mental health
providers (50 percent), SAPR VAs (49
percent), SARCs (43 percent), and chaplains
(43 percent). Men had lowest satisfaction with
the response from their unit commander (25
percent satisfied), civilian law enforcement
(26 percent satisfied), their senior enlisted
advisor (30 percent satisfied), and military law
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enforcement (31 percent satisfied). Men had
the greatest rates of dissatisfaction for their
immediate supervisor (53 percent
dissatisfied), their senior enlisted advisor (51
percent dissatisfied), and their unit
commander (50 percent dissatisfied).

Results from the smaller, non-
generalizable 2016 MIJES echoed the
findings from the 2016 WGRA. Of the roughly
200, mostly female respondents to the 2016
MIJES, SAPR resources such as
SVCs/VLCs, SAPR VAs, and SARCs
received the highest satisfaction ratings.
MIJES respondents also indicated that their
SVCs/VLCs were the most beneficial in
preparing them for the military justice
process, provided them with the most
information regarding the progress of their
case, and used discretion in sharing details of
their case.

Reasons for Not Reporting a Sexual
Assault Stayed Fairly Stable: Denial,
Stigma, and Shame

The Department estimates suggest that
roughly two-thirds of Service members did
not report their sexual assault.” Some
victims may never consider reporting a sexual
assault, as they may minimize the incident or
cope in other private ways. Active duty
women who indicated a sexual assault in the
past year on the 2076 WGRA endorsed the
following reasons for not reporting the most:

e Wanted to forget about it and move on
(68 percent)

e Did not want more people to know (58
percent)

e Felt shamed or embarassed (52 percent)

Comparatively, active duty men who
indicated a sexual assault in the past-year
endorsed the following as the main reasons
for not reporting the incident:

e Wanted to forget about it and move on
(47 percent)

e Did not want more people to know (39
percent)
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e Thought it was not serious enough to
report (37 percent)

e Felt shamed or embarassed (37 percent)

Reasons for not reporting showed a few
changes this year, compared to 2014.
Women who indicated experiencing a sexual
assault in the past year on the 2074 RMWS
endorsed Wanted to forget about it and move
on (73 percent), Did not want more people to
know (63 percent), and Thought it was not
serious enough to report (46 percent) as the
three primary reasons for not reporting. Men
who indicated experiencing a sexual assault
on the 2014 RMWS most often indicated the
following as reasons for not reporting:
Wanted to forget about it and move on (64
percent), Did not want more people to know
(51 percent), and Not serious enough to
report (49 percent).

This year, the percentage of women and
men indicating Wanted to forget about it and
move on decreased by 5 percentage points
and 17 percentage points, respectively.
Compared to 2014, the percentage of women
who indicated they did not report because
they thought it was not serious enough
showed a statistically significant decrease of
7 percentage points. However, the
percentage of women who indicated they did
not report because they were worried about
potential negative consequences from their
coworkers or peers showed a statistically
significant increase compared to 2014 (10
percentage point increase), as did the
percentage of women who did not think they
would be believed (7 percentage point
increase).

In sum, this year's results suggest a
growing proportion of Service members who
see a benefit in reporting the crime.
Continued increases in reporting will only
come by ensuring all Service members,
responders, and resources provide an
environment that encourages and supports
everyone who comes forward to report this
crime, while victims weigh the benefits and
risks associated with reporting. The
Department employed this perspective and
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other scientific research, victim feedback, and
survey results to inform its response
improvement efforts in FY16.

FY16 Actions to Promote a Quality
Response

Continued Professional Development for
SARCs and SAPR VAs through D-SAACP

All SARCs and SAPR VAs must be
credentialed through the DoD Sexual Assault
Advocate Certification Program (D-SAACP).
In order to meet the unique needs of the
military, the Department adapted the
certification program from the standards
established by the National Advocacy
Credentialing Program.

SARCs assist and advocate for men and
women who report sexual assault, coordinate
with installation leadership, and manage
relationships with military and civilian
agencies that support victims. SARCs and
SAPR VAs must maintain a specialized
skillset that is built on competence, character,
and commitment. They are encouraged to
grow in their abilities through verification of
experience and continuing education as
demonstrated by renewing their certification
at higher levels. Over 400 SARCs and over
8,000 SAPR VAs earned new certifications in
FY16. Many SARCs and SAPR VAs renewed
their certification at higher levels of
proficiency within the D-SAACP. In FY16, 382
SARCs renewed their certification, with 53 (or
14 percent) earning a higher certification
level. Additionally, 3,072 SAPR VAs renewed
their certification, with 100 applicants earning
a higher certification.

The D-SAACP ensures that suitable
personnel are appointed, appropriately
trained, and possess the essential level of
knowledge and expertise to provide a
professional, high-quality response
throughout the reporting and recovery
process.
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Expanded the Outreach of the DoD Safe
Helpline

The Safe Helpline supports the Military
Department’'s SAPR programs by providing
the DoD community with an anonymous and
confidential resource apart from local bases
and installations. Victims may connect one-
on-one with specially trained staff and receive
crisis support and information about military
resources and reporting options. The
availability of both anonymous and
confidential resources through the DoD Safe
Helpline provides Service members with
important information and support. DoD Safe
Helpline educates all users about the greater
level of care and resources available through
the official reporting of sexual assault.

The DoD Safe Helpline expanded its
visibility in FY16 by increasing the number of
SARC requested outreach materials by 19
percent compared to FY15, with over 300,000
outreach material requests. The DoD Safe
Helpline also increased its online advertising
efforts and participated in 50 outreach events
and installation visits. This included its first
presentation outside the continental United
States to South Korea where 450 individuals
from across three bases participated.

The increased outreach likely helped
more individuals in the military community
understand that the DoD Safe Helpline is an
important and unique resource for everyone.
These marketing efforts also likely
contributed to 633,796 unique users
accessing the website in FY16, which is an
all-time high.

In FY16, 16,913 users (10,579 phone
users and 6,334 online session users)
contacted the DoD Safe Helpline. Overall
usage increased by 67 percent (specifically,
54 percent for online sessions and 76 percent
for phone sessions) in FY16, compared to
FY15. It is important to note that not all users
of the DoD Safe Helpline are survivors of
sexual assault. Some wusers are family
members and friends wanting to help a friend
or loved one. The DoD Safe Helpline targets
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its marketing efforts and resources to the
military community.

The Department also expanded the Safe
HelpRoom by allowing 24/7 access. The Safe
HelpRoom is an anonymous, moderated
online group chat service that allows
individuals who have experienced sexual
assault in the military to connect with and
support one another.

Users frequently contact the DoD Safe
Helpline to discuss reporting-related concerns
and connect to resources that might
ultimately lead to an official report. The
helpline fulfills victims’ needs to disclose in a
safe context, receive validation, and air their
concerns safely and securely. As such, the
DoD Safe Helpline can help to build
confidence in the reporting process for
victims who are reluctant to use military
resources. See Appendix G for more
information on DoD Safe Helpline usage.

Worked to Streamline Access from the
DoD to the Department of Veterans Affairs

The Department participated in the Joint
Executive Committee (JEC) in support of the
Department of Veterans Affairs (DVA) and
DoD efforts to ensure continuity of care for
military sexual assault victims and other at
risk Service members. The committee
addressed the need to streamline
accessibility to the VA for Service members
without a DoD referral for care and expand
beyond DVA healthcare facilities, in
accordance with Section 402 of the Veterans
Access, Choice, and Accountability Act of
2014. The JEC also worked to create
outreach materials for sexual assault victims
visiting DVA and DoD healthcare facilities in
order to bridge the communication gap
between agencies.
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Assured Confidentiality for Service
Members Making a Restricted Report in
States with Mandatory Crime Reporting
Laws

Prior to the enactment of the NDAA for
FY16, Service members making a Restricted
Report often risked losing their requested
confidentiality because of the required
mandatory reporting regulations in certain
states. The law now states, “that in the case
of a Restricted Report, any State law or
regulation that would require an individual...to
disclose the personally identifiable
information of the adult [Service member]
victim or alleged perpetrator of the sexual
assault to a State or local law enforcement
agency shall not apply, except when reporting
is necessary to prevent or mitigate a serious
and imminent threat to the health or safety of
an individual.” As such, a Restricted Report
may be made and remain confidential if the
report is made on a DoD installation, and
there is no serious or imminent threat to
someone.

Consulted with Other Government
Agencies to Promote Improved Sexual
Assault and Harassment Prevention and
Response

Leadership from DoD SAPRO, and others
within the Department, met with
representatives from the U.S. Department of

Interior, the National Park Service, the
Bureau of Land Management, the U.S.
Department of Transportation, the U.S.

Merchant Marine Academy, the Canadian
Armed Forces, the British Armed Forces, the
French Armed Forces, and Armed Forces of
the Argentine Republic to provide advice and
insights on organizational approaches to
addressing sexual assault and sexual
harassment. DoD SAPRO explained its data-
driven approach to preventing and
responding to sexual assault and discussed
ways to assess the scope of the problems,
promote a healthier culture, prevent the
crime, and hold offenders appropriately
accountable. Additionally, DoD SAPRO
emphasized the importance of leadership in
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bringing about organizational change and
provided advice on how senior leaders can
better speak to their organizations about the
issues of sexual assault and sexual
harassment.

Military Services Improved Response and
Victim Treatment

The Military Services and NGB continued
efforts to improve overall victim care and trust
in the chain of command in FY16:

e Army — The Army piloted the Sexual
Harassment/Assault Response  and
Prevention (SHARP) Program Resource
Center (RC) concept at twelve Army
posts. The SHARP-RC model enables
SHARP assets currently serving on the
installation to enhance case coordination
and response agency collaboration. A
SHARP-RC Sexual Assault Response

Team consists of four primary
responders, including SHARP VAs,
medical providers from the Military

Treatment Facility, criminal investigators,
SVCs and military prosecutors from the
supporting  Staff Judge  Advocate.
SHARP-RCs provide a central location for
services to victims, support to the chain of
command, and coordination of all SHARP
education and training expertise at an
installation. SHARP-RCs will remain at
installations where the commands deem
them effective. Army leadership will
continue to assess the feasibility of
implementing the SHARP-RC concept
throughout the rest of the force.

e Navy — Measures taken by Navy VLCs to
improve overall victim care include
engaging directly with a victim’s chain of
command to assert the client’s rights and
interests across a range of issues. These
may include Military Protective Orders,
expedited transfers, assistance on
matters of career impact, and action to
address social ostracism, reprisal, and
other concerns. VLCs base their
interactions with commands on the
client’'s consent, input, and desire. Legal
advice, support, and advocacy provided
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by VLCs foster their client’s trust, faith,
and confidence in the Navy and the
military justice process.

e Marine Corps — Marine Corps SAPR
hosted two NCO Summits in FY16: one at
Marine Corps Base (MCB) Camp
Pendleton and one at MCB Camp
Lejeune. The Summits addressed five
functional areas: myths and
misconceptions, barriers to reporting,

retaliation for reporting, suicide, and
alcohol.
e Air Force - Major Command SAPR

program managers conducted site visits
in FY16 to assess the clarity of guidance
being followed in the field and provide
coaching and mentoring to program
personnel. Air Force SAPR’s focus is on
ensuring that all SAPR Program
Managers have the appropriate skills to
meet the demands of the SAPR mission.
Air Force SAPR also regularly monitors
the credentials and qualifications of all
full-time and volunteer personnel.

e NGB - NGB SARCs and SAPR VAs
focus on being approachable, accessible,
and active to earn the trust of Guard
members who may require their services.
SARCs and SAPR VAs are certified
through D-SAACP and are
knowledgeable about their state’s
reporting laws. NGB leadership continues
to emphasize  confidentiality  and
supporting the privacy of victims so they
can feel comfortable making a report.

Captured Survivor Feedback

DoD SAPRO and the Military Service
SAPR Offices all hosted survivor meetings
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throughout FY16. The offices hold meetings
to learn from survivors’ experiences about
command environment, training, and the
reporting and response process. Feedback
from these Service members illustrated the
emotional toll sexual assault takes on its
victims and the long-lasting negative impact it
has on their lives and relationships. The
human stories reflected in these first-person
accounts help the Department identify best
practices and areas for improvement in the
DoD’s ever-evolving response system.

Way Forward on Assuring a Quality
Response in FY17

Develop an Evaluation Tool to Assess D-
SAACP Initial Training Participants

The Department implemented the D-
SAACP certification program subsequent to a
requirement in the FY12 NDAA. DoD
SAPRO, in conjunction with the Military
Services and NGB, continue to explore ways
to enhance the program.

Enhance DoD Safe Helpline Services by
Launching a Self-Guided Education Tool

In February 2015, the Secretary of
Defense directed DoD SAPRO to develop
and deploy an anonymous, self-guided
education program designed to support
military members who have been victims of
pre-service sexual assault. DoD SAPRO and
the Military Services developed a self-guided
education program entitled, “Building Hope
and Resiliency: Addressing the Effects of
Sexual Assault.” The program will be
available to Service members in FY17.

DoD SAPRO



Improving Response to Male Service
Members Who Report Sexual Assault

The Department’s 2012 Annual Report
identified that more active duty men likely
experience sexual assault each year than
active duty women. This conclusion was
drawn from point estimates derived from the
2012 WGRA survey, indicating that well over
half of the 26,000 estimated number of
victims that year were men. The 2014 RMWS
reached a similar conclusion: estimated rates
of sexual assault are higher for active duty
women than for men — but because the active
duty population is approximately 85 percent
male — point estimates yield higher numbers
of men. Of the 20,300 estimated victims of
sexual assault in 2014, 10,600 were men and
9,600 were women. The 20714 RMWS also
identified important differences between the
sexual assault experiences of male and
female Service members. In FY16, the
Department worked to further understand
these differences and apply them to policies
and programs throughout the military.

FY16 Assessment of Progress

The Number of Men Experiencing Sexual
Assault Decreased Significantly This Year

Sexual assault is a crime that affects both
men and women in the military, undermining
military readiness and contradicting a healthy
culture of dignity and respect. While women
are at higher risk for sexual assault, male
Service members traditionally account for the
majority of the survey-estimated victims of
sexual assault because the Department is
mostly comprised of men. This year's WGRA
survey found that the estimated past-year
prevalence of sexual assault for men
decreased significantly, from 0.9 percent in
2014 to 0.6 percent in 2016. These estimates
suggest that the number of men experiencing
sexual assault decreased from about 10,600
in FY14 to about 6,300 in FY16. Furthermore,
the estimated past-year prevalence of sexual
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assault for men decreased so much that for
the first time the number of men estimated to
have experienced the crime in 2016 (about
6,300)* is less than the number of women
estimated to experience the crime (about
8,600)."

Decreases in Estimated Prevalence for
Men Came from Fewer Sexual Contact
Crimes

The 2016 WGRA asks respondents about
the types of sexual assault they experienced
in the past year. Respondents are asked if
the type of misconduct they indicated
experiencing penetrated their body (oral, anal
or vaginal penetration), attempted to
penetrate these areas, or involved sexual
contact with the buttocks, genitalia, inner
thighs or breasts. Men in this year’s survey
indicated they experienced statistically lower
rates of sexual contact — or non-penetrating
crimes — than in 2014. Past-year rates of non-
penetrating crimes decreased from 0.6
percent in 2014 to 0.4 percent in 2016. There
were no statistically significant changes in the
rates of penetration and attempted
penetration between 2014 and 2016.

Reports from Women Still Outnumber
Men, but More Men Reported the Crime in
2016 than Ever Before

A greater proportion of female victims
report their assault to military authorities than
men. Specifically, about 43 percent of survey-
estimated female victims could be accounted
for in FY16 reporting data, as compared to
about 17 percent of survey-estimated male
victims that could be accounted for in FY16
reporting data. This reporting disparity
between men and women is also seen in the
civilian sector.™ However, both reporting
estimates are up from FY14, when about 40
percent of estimated female victims and 10
percent of estimated male victims made a
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Fewer men
experienced
sexual assault in
FY16, but more
men reported
sexual assault
than ever before

repot to a DoD
authority. In addition,
FY16 data indicate
that women are out-
reporting men by a
factor of 25, as
compared to the factor

Certain Demographic Differences Among
Men Increase Risk of Sexual Assault

In a comparison among men who did not
experience sexual assault and those that
alleged a sexual assault, victimized men
were: younger, had fewer years of service,

of 4.0 seenin FY14. In
sum, fewer men experienced sexual assault
in FY16, but a greater number of men
reported sexual assault than ever before.

Nonetheless, male victims are less likely
than female victims to tell anyone about their
sexual assault. Of those Service members
who did not report the situation to the military,
men (78 percent) were more likely than
women (70 percent) to indicate they never
considered reporting and/or do not plan to
report. In addition, men are less likely than
women to indicate they considered reporting
but decided against it (17 percent of men
versus 25 percent of women).

Male Victims Tend to Be a Little Older
Than Female Victims

Results from the 2076 WGRA showed a
significant interaction between gender and
age on experiencing sexual assault, with
women who indicated experiencing sexual
assault tending to be slightly younger and
men tending to be slightly older. Twenty-four
percent of women who indicated experiencing
sexual assault in FY16 were under the age of
21, compared to only 12 percent of men who
indicated experiencing sexual assault. In
contrast, 29 percent of men who indicated
experiencing sexual assault were above the
age of 30, compared to only 15 percent of
women who indicated experiencing sexual
assault. Age was the only factor that
explained some of the differences between
men and women who indicated experiencing
sexual assault in 2016. The Department
found no relationship between male and
female victims and the Armed Forces
Qualification Test (AFQT) scores, level of
education, race/ethnicity, pay grade, or
having deployed in the last 12 months.
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had less education, were in lower enlisted
pay grades, had higher AFQT scores, and
were more likely to have been deployed in
the last 12 months. This information may help
to identify men who are at higher risk of
sexual assault. These results indicate it may
be helpful to target general sexual assault
prevention efforts toward men who are within
their first five years of service, who are
younger than 25 years of age, who are
enlisted, and who have deployed within the
last 12 months as these appear to be the
most defining characteristics of men who
indicate experiencing sexual assault on the
2016 WGRA.

More Men Characterize Their Sexual
Assault as Hazing or Bullying, and
Experience More Multiple Incidents than
Women

Men are far more likely to characterize
the one sexual assault situation that had the
largest effect on them, henceforth referred to
as the “one situation,” as hazing or bullying
than are women. More specifically, 27
percent of men who indicated experiencing
sexual assault characterized the one situation
as hazing compared to only 9 percent of
women, and 39 percent of men who indicated
experiencing sexual assault characterized the
one situation as bullying compared to 24
percent of women. Male respondents
perceived the incident as serving to humiliate
or abuse them, as opposed to having some
kind of sexual intent. Some male victims who
experience such incidents may not consider
making a report because they do not perceive
the sexual nature of the incident. An
experience of past-year sexual assault was
also highly correlated with an experience of
past-year sexual harassment, with 52 percent
of men and 56 percent of women indicating
experiencing sexual harassment or stalking
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before or after the one situation occurred.
Men (35 percent) were also more likely than
women (25 percent) to indicate they
experienced five or more unwanted sexual
events in the past year.

Men and Women Report Sexual Assault
for Mostly the Same Reasons

The top three survey-indicated responses
from men on why they reported sexual
assault were:

e To stop the alleged offender(s) from
hurting them again (47 percent),

e To stop the alleged offender(s) from
hurting others (45 percent), and

e [t was their civic or military duty to report it
(41 percent).

When scientifically compared to
responses from  women, the only
differentiation was that men were less likely
to indicate they reported because someone
they told encouraged them to report (22
percent of men versus 44 percent of women).
When asked if they would recommend others
report sexual assault based on their
experience with reporting, 59 percent of men
said they would recommend others report
sexual assault (34 percent would
recommend others make an Unrestricted
Report and 25 percent would recommend a
Restricted Report). These results showed no
statistically significant differences from the
data reported by female Service members.

Men and Women Experience Sexual
Assault Differently

The use of alcohol in conjunction with an
incident of sexual assault varied between
men and women. Results from the 2016
WGRA indicated men were less likely (39
percent) than women (59 percent) to indicate
they and/or the alleged offender(s) had used
alcohol before the one situation.

A greater share of surveyed male victims,

when compared to female victims, indicated
that their most impactful incident of sexual
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assault in the prior year was a non-
penetrative sexual assault (59 percent of men
versus 43 percent of women), and less likely
to indicate the one most serious situation was
penetrative sexual assault (35 percent of men
versus 48 percent of women). Fewer men (6
percent) than women (8 percent) indicated
the one situation involved a non-penetrative
sexual assault.

When describing the alleged offender(s)
in the one situation, men were less likely to
say there was only one person involved (58
percent of men versus 67 percent of women).
Men were also more likely than women to
indicate their alleged offenders were of
multiple genders. Women indicated that 94
percent of their alleged offenders were male.
Men indicated that 57 percent of their alleged
offender(s) were male, 25 percent were
female, and 12 percent of men indicated their
alleged offenders were a mix of men and
women. Fewer men indicated their alleged
offender(s) were all military members (66
percent of men versus 83 percent of women).
Men were also more likely than women to
indicate the alleged offender(s) were not in
the military (16 percent of men versus 8
percent of women). When a military member
was identified as the alleged offender(s), 53
percent of men indicated the alleged
offender(s) were of a higher rank and 40
percent were the same rank as them. When
compared to women, men were more likely to
indicate the alleged offender(s) were of a
lower military rank than they were (29 percent
of men versus 19 percent of women).

When asked about when the one situation
occurred, men were almost twice as likely to
indicate it occurred while at work during duty
hours (45 percent of men versus 27 percent
of women). Men were less likely than women
to indicate the one situation occurred while
out with friends or at a party that was not an
official military function (31 percent of men
versus 40 percent of women) or while in their
or someone else’s home or quarters (25
percent of men versus 45 percent of women).
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Men Indicated Less Satisfaction with
Services and Support from Individuals

It is the Department's goal to provide
gender responsive, culturally sensitive
support and care to Service members
reporting sexual assault. However, survey
results show that men were generally more
likely than women to be dissatisfied with a
majority of the response and/or services they
received. About half of male respondents
indicated they were dissatisfied with the
support they received from their leadership,
including unit commanders, senior enlisted
advisors, and immediate supervisors.
Additionally, about a third of male Service
members who experienced sexual assault
indicated they were dissatisfied with the
response they received from their SARCs,
SAPR VAs, and SVC/VLCs. These survey
results suggest that improvements could be
made in providing support and services to
men who report a sexual assault.

The Department will use these data to
inform the implementation of the plan it
developed in FY16 to improve prevention and
response efforts for male Service members
who report a sexual assault.

FY16 Actions to Improve Response
for Male Service Members

Developed the DoD Men’s SAPR Plan

The Department merged analysis
conducted in FY15 with other research, focus
group results, and expert advice to develop
the DoD Plan to Prevent and Respond to
Sexual Assault of Military Men (Men’s SAPR
Plan). The Men’s SAPR Plan outlines four
objectives to address military sexual assault
against men:

e Objective 1: Develop a unified
communications plan tailored to men
across DoD

e Objective 2: Improve Service member
understanding of sexual assault against
men
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e Objective 3: Ensure support services
meet the needs of military men who
experience sexual assault

e Objective 4: Develop metrics to assess
prevention and response efforts
pertaining to males who experience
sexual assault

The Men’s SAPR Plan instructs the
Department to convene a group of research
specialists from DoD, the Military Services,
and military  medical/behavioral  care
communities in order to identify ways to
achieve the objectives outlined in the plan.

For objectives 1 through 3, the
Department will draw on formative research
and assess existing research and data to
develop a better understanding of the
experiences and needs of men who
experience sexual assault. Additionally, the
Department will evaluate Service-specific
programmatic efforts and determine how to
address associated gaps among current
outreach, response, and prevention efforts.
The Department will also collaborate with
relevant stakeholders to develop and
evaluate research-informed practices in
support of each objective. Throughout the
process, the Department will develop metrics
(objective 4) to assess progress annually on
objectives 1 through 3. Three years after the
completion of objectives 1 through 4, the
Department will perform a comprehensive
evaluation of its outreach, response, and
prevention efforts regarding males who report
sexual assault.

To achieve objectives 1 through 4, the
DoD Men’s SAPR Plan directs the
Department to develop the following
research-informed products/guidelines:

e Gender-inclusive communication plan and
materials to encourage male reporting
(objective 1)

e SAPR training core competencies and
learning objectives to improve Service

members’  understanding of male
victimization and crime prevention
(objective 2)
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e Core competencies and learning
objectives for commander/supervisor
training to engage leaders in preventing
male victimization and reduce associated
stigma (objective 2)

e Gender-responsive treatment guidelines

and core competencies/learning
objectives for provider training (objective
3)

e Core competencies and learning

objectives for first responder training to
improve response services for males who
report sexual assault (objective 3)

e Report to summarize the research
reviewed by the working group (objectives
1-3)

e Metrics to assess progress on objectives
1 through 3 (objective 4)

e Comprehensive evaluation of the
Department’s outreach, response, and
prevention efforts regarding male
survivors of sexual assault (three years
after the implementation of objectives 1-4)

The DoD Men’s SAPR Plan articulates
the Department’'s unified commitment to
developing a data-driven prevention and
response system that is tailored to military
men and supported by leaders at all levels.

Conducted DoD Safe HelpRoom Webinar
on Support for Men who Experience
Sexual Assault

DoD SAPRO sponsored a webinar for
approximately 100 SARCs and SAPR VAs in
the DoD Safe HelpRoom on how to support
men who experienced sexual assault. The
information not only enhanced these
responders’ knowledge about male survivors,
but it also showcased the capabilities of the
DoD Safe HelpRoom - a Safe Helpline
service that allows sexual assault survivors in
the military to connect with and support one
another in a moderated and secure online
group chat environment.
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Implemented Methods to Improve
Response and Outreach to Male Service
Members

The Military Services and NGB also
worked to improve their response to male
Service members who experience sexual
assault:

e Army — The Army SHARP Program Office
hosted male survivor panels during
SAAPM. These events introduced the
idea of the “Silent Survivor,” a man who
experienced sexual assault, but for
varying reasons did not report or share
the experience with others. Additionally,
the Army updated its Emergent Leader
Immersive Training Environment (ELITE)
SHARP on-line training program to
address unique aspects of male sexual
assault survivors. The ELITE program is
an interactive video game aimed at
improving the knowledge of young
Service members.

e Navy — Navy SAPR incorporates relevant
research, survey results, and feedback
into SAPRO policy and training to
emphasize that both men and women can
be victims of sexual assault. SARCs
facilitate critical element training for SAPR
VAs on specific male barriers to reporting,
male physiology, myths and facts,
societal influences, and specific
resources for male victims of sexual
assault to promote SAPR VA proficiency
in responding to male victims.

e Marine Corps — In FY16, the HQMC
SAPR Research Section began planning
and conducting interviews with SARCs
and SAPR VAs at five Marine Corps
installations, as part of its Evaluating Best
Practices for Interacting with Male
Marines Who Experienced a Sexual
Assault study. Data gathering and
analysis for the study will be completed in
FY17.

e Air Force — A new block of instruction,
Male Victimization, was added to the
2016 Air Force SARC course. The new
course addresses myths surrounding
male victims of sexual assault, as well as
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issues such as hyper-masculinity, rituals,
hazing, and traditions. The course
provides specific guidance for SARCs on
advocacy and outreach for male victims.

NGB - NGB continued to stress the
importance of increasing awareness of

male victimization, identifying and
addressing the unique concerns of the
male victim, and improving the

environment to encourage more men to
feel safe enough to come forward. Many
states have made concerted efforts to
increase the number of male SAPR VAs
they have available. Additionally, New
York also increased training efforts for
commanders and key leaders on ways to
improve support and communication with
male National Guard members who report
sexual assault.

Way Forward on Improving
Response for Male Service
Members in FY17

Implement the DoD Plan to Prevent and
Respond to Sexual Assault of Military Men

The Department has already started work
to implement the DoD Men’s SAPR Plan. A
working group comprised of research and
program specialists from the Department, the
Military  Services, and the military
medical/behavioral care communities has
been established.

Launch the Male Peer-to-Peer Safe
HelpRoom Series

The Department will host a series of male
survivor peer-to-peer group-chat sessions to
provide a safe, anonymous space for military
men who experienced sexual assault. The
series will allow men to ask questions, air
concerns, and receive peer-to-peer support
through the confidential and anonymous DoD
Safe Helpline.
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Combatting Retaliation Associated with
Sexual Assault Reporting

A number of military members reporting
sexual assault have indicated they perceived
abusive behavior by their co-workers,
exclusion by their peers, and/or disruption of
their military career. Retaliation®" associated
with reporting a crime not only harms the
lives and careers of victims,
bystanders/witnesses, and first responders,
but also undermines military readiness and
weakens the culture of dignity and respect.

The 2016 WGRA included the new
measure of retaliation originally piloted with
uniformed military survivors in the 2015
MIJES and the 2015 Workplace and Gender
Relations of Reserve Component Members.
The retaliation measures used in the 2012
WGRA and the 2014 RMWS imprecisely
assessed Service members’ experiences by
using the terms “professional” and “social”
retaliation — terms that are not defined in
policy and law. These measures stood in as
proxies for the experience of retaliation. Both
the 2012 and the 2014 surveys found that
about 60 percent of female Service members,
who indicated experiencing a sexual assault
in the past year and reported to a DoD
authority, perceived professional and/or
social retaliation. Most of these respondents
indicated that “social” retaliation was more
common than “professional” retaliation. Data
were not reportable for men due to the small
numbers of respondents in these categories.

The new measure included in the 20716
WGRA uses language and circumstances in
policy and law to gain a better understanding
of the broad range of negative experiences
perceived by members to be associated with
reporting. The measure also helps the
Department better understand what portion of
such experiences can be addressed with
current investigative and/or legal approaches.
The 2016 WGRA asked respondents to
identify specific negative outcomes they
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associated with the reporting of a sexual
assault. Follow-up questions then assessed
the apparent intent of the alleged retaliator as
gleaned by the survey participant. Retaliation
affecting Service members’ professional
opportunities typically constitutes reprisal."
Ostracism involves improper exclusion from
social acceptance.” Maltreatment, as well as
acts of cruelty or oppression for the purposes
of this report, includes actions committed
against a reporter of sexual assault by
someone that may include physical or
psychological force or threat of force."

FY16 Assessment of Progress

A Quarter of Service Members Who
Indicated Experiencing a Sexual Assault
and Reported It to DoD Met Survey Criteria
for Professional Reprisal

As previously indicated, the 2016 WGRA
employed the new retaliation measure that
relies on the terms and circumstances in
policy and law to better differentiate the kinds
of retaliation perceived by respondents
indicating they experienced and reported a
sexual assault. In FY16, 40 percent of active
duty Service members (36 percent of women
and 50 percent of men) indicated
experiencing a negative outcome they
perceived to be professional reprisal as a
result of reporting a sexual assault. However,
only 23 percent (19 percent of women and 36
percent of men) of active duty Service
members’ circumstances met the survey
criteria described in policy and law for
professional reprisal.

Over half (52 percent) of DoD women
perceiving professional reprisal indicated the
person who took these actions was their
senior enlisted leader, while 54 percent
indicated it was another member in their
chain of command, but not their unit
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commander, who took the actions, and 37
percent indicated their unit commander took
the actions. Respondents could pick one or
more of these individuals. The majority of
DoD women who experienced sexual assault
and perceived reprisal indicated that the
behaviors taken by their leadership yielded
some level of harm to their career (90
percent). Fewer than half of DoD women who
experienced sexual assault indicated they
decided to participate and/or move forward
with their report of sexual assault, even after
indicating they perceived professional reprisal
associated with their report (44 percent). Data
were not reportable for men due to the small
numbers of respondents in these categories.

About 14 Percent of Service Members
Who Indicated Experiencing a Sexual
Assault and Reported It to DoD Met
Survey Criteria for Ostracism

In FY16, 50 percent of active duty Service
members (51 percent of women and 47
percent of men) endorsed experiencing a
negative outcome they perceived to be
ostracism because of reporting their sexual
assault. However, only 14 percent (12
percent of women and 17 percent of men) of
these members’ circumstances met the
survey criteria described in policy and law for
ostracism. Three-quarters of DoD women
indicated the person who ostracized them
was a Service member in a higher rank in
their chain of command.

About 18 Percent of Service Members
Who Indicated Experiencing a Sexual
Assault and Reported It to DoD Met
Survey Criteria for Maltreatment

In FY16, 38 percent of active duty Service
members (38 percent of women and 38
percent of men) endorsed experiencing a
negative outcome they perceived to be
maltreatment as a result of reporting sexual
assault. However, 18 percent (18 percent of
women and 19 percent of men) of these
members’ circumstances met the survey
criteria described in policy and law for
maltreatment. Again, a little more than three-
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quarters (68 percent) of DoD women
indicated the person who took these actions
was a Service member in a higher rank in
their chain of command. Further, 82 percent
of DoD women indicated the person they
perceived to have maltreated them was in a
position of authority or leadership over them.

Social Media Plays a Role in About a Third
of Perceived Ostracism and/or
Maltreatment Experiences

Members who indicated experiencing
behavior in line with perceived ostracism
and/or maltreatment were also asked if any of
the actions they marked involved social
media. The survey question provided
examples of social media, such as Facebook,
Twitter, Yik Yak, and Snapchat. Twenty-nine
percent of these respondents indicated the
ostracism and/or maltreatment behaviors they
perceived involved some form of social
media.

About 32 Percent of Service Members
Who Indicated Experiencing a Sexual
Assault and Reported It to DoD Met
Survey Criteria for Any Kind of Retaliation
(Professional Reprisal, Ostracism, and/or
Maltreatment)

This section combines all three forms of
retaliation previously described into a single
statistic. In FY16, 58 percent of active duty
Service members (58 percent of women and
60 percent of men) indicated experiencing a
negative outcome they perceived as
professional reprisal, ostracism, and/or
maltreatment after reporting sexual assault.
This measure differs from those employed in
2012 and 2014 survey. However, using a
non-scientific comparison, the proportion of
Service members perceiving a negative
outcome as some kind of retaliation in 2016 is
roughly the same as measured by surveys in
2012 and 2014.

The 2016 WGRA also asked a series of
questions to measure whether members
indicated perceiving negative experiences
met the legal criteria for an investigation to
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occur. Of those Service members who
indicated experiencing a negative outcome
after reporting a sexual assault, 32 percent
met the survey criteria described in policy and
law for professional reprisal, ostracism,
and/or maltreatment.

The 58 percent of DoD women who met
the criteria for inclusion in the rate of
perceived professional reprisal, ostracism,
and/or maltreatment were subsequently
asked about the actions they took. After
experiencing perceived professional reprisal,
ostracism, and/or maltreatment: Eighty-three
percent of DoD women indicated that they
discussed the behaviors with their friends,
family, coworkers, or a professional.
Meanwhile, 58 percent of DoD women
indicated they discussed it with a work
supervisor or anyone up their chain of
command to get guidance on what to do and
64 percent expected some corrective action
would be taken. About one-quarter (26
percent) of DoD women indicated filing a
complaint of perceived professional reprisal,
ostracism, and/or maltreatment. Data were
not reportable for men due to the small
numbers of respondents in these categories.

Uniformed  military  survivors ~ who
participated in the 2076 MIJES™" had similar
perceptions of  professional reprisal,
ostracism and/or maltreatment associated
with their report of sexual assault. Twenty-
eight percent of eligible survey respondents
indicated experiencing perceived professional
reprisal and met the criteria described in
policy and law. Of the 28 percent who met the
legal criteria for inclusion in the rate of
perceived professional reprisal, 66 percent
indicated the person who took these actions
was another member in their chain of
command but not their unit commander, while
56 percent indicated their senior enlisted
leader took these actions. Additionally, 50
percent indicated their unit commander took
these actions, 40 percent indicated a higher
ranking member in their chain of command, 6
percent indicated their deputy commander,
and 5 percent indicated they were not sure
who took the actions.
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Of the 28 percent who indicated
perceiving professional reprisal, nearly all
eligible survey respondents (95 percent)
indicated the behaviors taken by their
leadership yielded some harm to their career.
After indicating they experienced perceived
professional reprisal as a result of reporting
sexual assault, 79 percent of respondents
indicated they decided to participate and/or
move forward with their report of sexual
assault.

Findings from uniformed sexual assault
survivors in the 2016 MIJES show that 17
percent of eligible survey respondents
indicated experiencing perceived ostracism
as a result of reporting sexual assault and
met the legal criteria. Seventy-eight percent
of eligible survey respondents who indicated
experiencing perceived ostracism said that
the person who they perceived as ostracizing
them was a Service member in a similar rank
as they were. Other respondents indicated it
was a Service member in a higher rank within
their chain of command (73 percent), a
Service member in a higher rank not in their
chain of command (65 percent), a Service
member in a lower rank than themselves (51
percent), or a DoD civilian (14 percent) who
took these actions.

Additionally, 24 percent of eligible 2016
MIJES respondents indicated perceiving
maltreatment that met the Ilegal criteria
described in policy and law. Of these 24
percent, about three-quarters (74 percent)
indicated the person who they perceived
maltreatment from was a Service member in
a higher rank within their chain of command.
Other respondents indicated it was a Service
member in a similar rank as them (68
percent), a Service member in a higher rank
not in their chain of command (49 percent), a
Service member in a lower rank than they
were (42 percent), a DoD civilian (13
percent), or they were not sure who they
were (4 percent) who took these actions.
Further, 75 percent of those who indicated
experiencing perceived maltreatment also
said the person who took the perceived
maltreatment actions was in a position of
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authority/leadership over them. Of the 24
percent who indicated they experienced
perceived maltreatment as a result of
reporting sexual assault, 83 percent of
eligible survey respondents indicated that
they decided to participate and/or move
forward with their report of sexual assault.

FY16 Retaliation Reporting Data

The Military Services and NGB provided
data on allegations of retaliation received in
FY16, associated with reports of sexual
assault and/or complaints of sexual
harassment. Information submitted by the
Military Services and NGB varies depending
on Service/NGB approach (e.g., Department
of the Navy only submits data on cases with
completed investigations, whereas the Army,
Air Force, and NGB provide information on
completed and ongoing investigations).

In FY16, the Department requested the
Military Services provide two types of data:

e Case Management Group (CMG)
Retaliation Allegations: The Military
Services and NGB provided data on all
retaliation allegations discussed at CMG
meetings in FY16, involving victims,
witnesses/bystanders, and first
responders associated with reports of
sexual assault. These data do not likely
represent all retaliation  allegations
because victims, witnesses/bystanders,
and first responders who believe they
have experienced retaliation have the
option of requesting their experience be
discussed at a CMG. This year, 67
individuals requested their allegation of
retaliation be discussed at the CMG at
their installation. Victims of sexual assault
made the vast majority of retaliation
allegations  (61). In addition, one
witness/bystander and five first
responders submitted their retaliation
allegations to the CMG. Of the 67
retaliation  allegations, 35 alleged
ostracism  and/or  cruelty/oppression
/maltreatment, 20 alleged reprisal, 2
alleged another criminal offense in
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relation to the report of sexual assault,
and 10 alleged a combination of reprisal,
cruelty/oppression/maltreatment, and
other misconduct. Women made the
majority of retaliation allegations: 47
women and 20 men had allegations
discussed at CMGs.

¢ Investigations of Alleged Retaliation:
The Military Services and NGB provided
data on all FY16 allegations of retaliation
investigated and/or handled by
Service/NGB or DoD Inspectors General
(IG), Military Criminal Investigative
Organizations (MCIO), Law Enforcement,
and Commander-Directed  Inquiries.
These data pertain to allegations of
retaliation associated with Unrestricted
Reports of sexual assault or
formal/informal complaints of sexual
harassment. The Military Services and
NGB received 84 retaliation reports
against 169 alleged retaliators in FY16
associated with sexual assault or sexual
harassment reports. Additionally there
were 11 reports, involving 12 alleged
retaliators from prior years that had a
completed investigation in FY16, for a
total of 95 reports. Of the 95 reports, 81
percent involved female reporters and 74
percent were related to an Unrestricted
Report of sexual assault, with the
remainder related to formal complaints of
sexual harassment (22 percent), a
situation where the reporter was
suspected of making a sexual assault
report, i.e., Restricted report or other, (3
percent), or informal complaints of sexual
harassment (1 percent). The following
entities investigated these reports: DoD or
Service IGs (61 percent), MCIOs (35
percent), chain of command (3 percent),
chain of command and DoD IG (1
percent).

Each data source offers a different
perspective on the retaliation allegations. The
CMG data provide information on initial
actions taken to refer allegations to the
appropriate entity and provide support for the
individual making the allegation. The data on
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investigations provide greater detail on

actions taken to officially assess the
allegations, gather evidence, protect the
parties involved, and hold offenders
appropriately accountable. Additional

information on FY16 retaliation allegations
can be found in Appendix B.

The Department views retaliation
associated with crime reporting as a
significant concern and is committed to
eliminating retaliatory behavior, improving
resources for victims, and providing tools for
commanders, supervisors, and peers to
prevent and respond to retaliation.

FY16 Retaliation Prevention and
Response Actions

Published the DoD Retaliation Prevention
and Response Strategy

The Secretary of Defense signed the
comprehensive strategy in April 2016 to
prevent retaliation after a report of sexual
assault or complaint of sexual harassment.
DoD SAPRO collaborated with key Military
Services’ and Office of the Secretary of
Defense (OSD) representatives to develop
the DoD Retaliation Prevention and
Response Strategy (RPRS).

The DoD RPRS aligns efforts and details
policy and procedures related to retaliation
against victims who report a sexual assault,

complainants of  sexual harassment,
bystanders or witnesses involved in the
incident, and first responders, such as

SARCs and SAPR VAs, Equal Opportunity
Advisors, and the Ilike who experience
retaliation related to the execution of their
duties and responsibilities.

The strategy targets five issue areas:
e Standardizing the definitions across the
Department of various types of retaliation;

e Implementing a data-driven approach to
inform  retaliation  prevention and

36

response, including a centralized process
to integrate data from retaliation cases;

e Creating a standardized retaliation
reporting and resolution process to
ensure strong and supportive systems of
investigation and accountability;

e Creating a comprehensive system of
support for those who report retaliation;
and,

e Educating and preparing DoD personnel
to prevent retaliation and create a culture
intolerant of retaliation.

Established DoD IG Whistleblower
Reprisal Directorate

The DoD OIG Whistleblower Reprisal
Directorate created the Sexual Assault
Protected Communications (SA PC) Team.
The SA PC Team is responsible for
objectively and thoroughly investigating
whistleblower reprisal complaints filed by
members of the armed forces, DoD
appropriated and non-appropriated fund
employees, and DoD contractors and
subcontractors. The SA PC Team is also the
unit responsible for investigating
whistleblower reprisal complaints in which
one or more protected communications
involve allegations of sexual assault.

Investigators on the SA PC Team work
with complainants to determine if a prima
facie®" allegation of whistleblower reprisal
exists; investigate prima facie allegations of
whistleblower reprisal; and report
investigative findings and conclusions in a
Report of Investigation.

Service members who believe they have
experienced retaliation are able to report their
experiences safely and securely to the DoD
IG through the DoD Hotline™ and/or through
the DoD Safe Helpline™. DoD Safe Helpline
staff members also undergo training on the
FY14 NDAA’s definition of retaliation, the
DoD IG Whistleblower Protection Act, and the
DoD IG Hotline so they can assist and direct
accordingly any Service member who calls
the hotline.
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Messaged Ways to Report Allegations of
Retaliation

The Military Services and NGB worked
throughout FY16 to communicate the
retaliation reporting process to Service
members. Service and NGB efforts to
communicate the retaliation reporting process
to Service members included:

e Army — Messaging related to retaliation
prevention and response is integrated into
all aspects of the SHARP marketing,
communications, and outreach efforts.
This includes brochures, posters,
infographics, senior leader talking points,
and Army News Service articles.

e Navy - Fleet Workshops aimed at
countering destructive behaviors cover
retaliation as well. Each workshop
includes a Fleet-wide roll up of retaliation
data from Command Climate Surveys and
a review of reporting protocols and
procedures.

e Marine Corps — The Marine Corps
published a formal message on methods
to report retaliation and the resolution
process on the Marine Corps homepage
and as part of its social media campaign.
The Inspector General of the Marine
Corps (IGMC), Headquarters Marine
Corps (HQMC) Judge Advocate Division,
HQMC SAPR, and the Naval Criminal
Investigative Service collaborated to
produce the message, which defined
retaliation and provided guidance on the
various avenues available for reporting.
The Marine Corps posted the message to
its official social media website, where the
post reached over 110,000 people and
connected interested viewers to the IGMC
website.
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e Air Force — The Air Force required all
uniformed Airmen and civilians
supervising military members to receive
initial first-line supervisor training on
preventing retaliation in FY16. The
training focused on enabling supervisors
to recognize signs or possible acts of
retaliation, take action to address
retaliation incidents, and better
understand which resources are available
to military Airmen experiencing retaliation.

e NGB - Generally, each state distributes,
posts, and disseminates sexual assault
and retaliation information in a variety of
ways. For example, the Kentucky
National Guard (KYNG) included
information on how to report and respond
to allegations of retaliation in its
SAPR/SHARP training. Additionally, the
KYNG SAPR Office conducted a 90-
minute workshop on “Allegations of
Retaliation” in a November 2016
statewide conference.

Way Forward on Retaliation
Prevention and Response in FY17

Implement the DoD Retaliation Prevention
and Response Strategy

The next step in combatting retaliation is
to operationalize and implement the DoD
RPRS. The Department further defined
actions to address the five issue areas
through working groups co-led by OSD and
Military  Service representatives. These
working groups led to the DoD Retaliation
Prevention and Response Implementation
Plan published in January 2017, and
thereafter disseminated throughout the
Department.
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Summary

The actions taken in FY16 reflect DoD’s
ongoing commitment to preventing sexual
assault and ensuring that victims receive
comprehensive support services. The FY
2016 Annual Report on Sexual Assault in the
Military outlined key program efforts — sexual
assault prevention, ensuring a quality
response, response to male Service
members who report sexual assault, and
retaliation prevention and response — where
the Department took significant action to
accomplish its mission of reducing, with the
goal to eliminate, sexual assault from the
military.

These program efforts are not inclusive of
every aspect of the crime of sexual assault,
nor does this report detail every action that
the Department, Military Services, and NGB
are taking to prevent and respond to this
crime. Additional program highlights can be
found in Appendix A of this report. The
Department continues to assess its programs

and policies to ensure that it is effectively
addressing the needs of Service members.
Feedback from surveys and focus groups of
active and reserve Service members is
instrumental to this effort. The Department is
encouraged by the increase in the number of
Service members who chose to report their
sexual assault in conjunction with the
decrease in estimated sexual assault
prevalence. Every step closer to reducing this
gap brings the Department closer to
achieving its goal of eliminating sexual
assault from the military.

While this year’'s data show promise that
the Department’s efforts are working the way
they were intended, it does not mean that
work will cease. The Department plans to
continue with its forward momentum by
implementing key program elements in FY17.

' Based on a constructed 95 percent confidence interval ranging from 14,000 to 15,700, an estimated total
of 14,900 DoD active duty members indicated experiencing a sexual assault in the past 12 months.

" See Chapter 2 of the 2016 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members for a
description of the methodology that developed the estimated past-year prevalence of sexual assault.

See Metric 1 in the Metrics Section, which is Appendix C to this report.

" Unwanted Sexual Contact (USC) is the survey term that describes the crimes in the UCMJ that
constitute sexual assault, which range from penetrating crimes, such as rape, to non-penetrating crimes,
such as abusive sexual contact. USC involves intentional sexual contact that was against a person’s will
or occurred when the person did not or could not consent. The term describes completed and attempted
oral, anal, and vaginal penetration with any body part or object, and the unwanted touching of genitalia
and other sexually related areas of the body. When the RAND Corporation conducted the RMWS in 2014
and created a new sexual assault measure, the term USC became obsolete.

¥In 2006, respondents were asked about whether their use of alcohol impaired their judgment or caused
them to be intoxicated and unable to consent, whether the alleged offender(s) were intoxicated, and
whether the alleged offender(s) used drugs to knock them out. In 2016, the questions were not as specific
and asked if the member had been drinking alcohol before the unwanted event, whether the alleged
offender bought the member alcohol, if the alleged offender(s) had been drinking before the unwanted
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event, and if they think they may have been given a drug without their consent. Results for alcohol and
drug use from this year’s survey were collapsed into any alcohol and/or drug use.

' Rothman, E.F., Exner, D., & Baughman, A.L. (2011). “The Prevalence of Sexual Assault against
People Who Identify as Gay, Lesbian, or Bisexual in the United States: A Systematic Review.” Trauma,
Violence, & Abuse, 12(2): 55-66.

' Rennison, C. M. (2002). Rape and Sexual Assault: Reporting to Police and Medical Attention, 1992-
2000. Retrieved February 28, 2016 from Bureau of Justice Statistics:
http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/content/pub/pdf/rsarp00.pdf.

Vil Adams, Robert. Empowerment, participation and social work. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008,
p.12.

X A subset of total reports, this calculation includes only Service members who made a report of sexual
assault during Military Service (4,794).

*95% confidence interval ranges from 5,500 to 7,000
X 95% confidence interval ranges from 7,900 to 9,300

I Rennison, C. M. (2002). Rape and Sexual Assault: Reporting to Police and Medical Attention, 1992-
2000. Retrieved February 28, 2016 from Bureau of Justice Statistics:
http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/content/pub/pdf/rsarp00.pdf.

¥l Retaliation for reporting a criminal offense can occur in one of three ways: reprisal (as legally defined in
10 U.S.C. § 1034), ostracism, or maltreatment. In January 2017, DoD issued standardized definitions for
retaliation, reprisal, and ostracism. However, the standardized definitions were implemented beyond the
time period covered in this report.

X Reprisal can involve a range of unjustified personnel actions, such as interfering with promotion,
unreasonably downgrading someone’s evaluation, or unfairly denying an award. Title 10 U.S.C. § 1034.

“ Examples of ostracism include improper exclusion from social acceptance, activities, or interactions due
to reporting or planning to report a crime; victim blaming and bullying. Specific definitions of ostracism
differ across the Department; Air Force Instruction 36-2909; Secretary of the Navy Instruction 5370.7D;
Army Directive 2014-20. In 2017, DoD issued a standardized definition for ostracism.

™ The retaliation questions on the 2076 WGRA were not based on the definitions released by the DoD in
January 2017 in the DoD RPRS Implementation Plan.

xvil

To protect the anonymity of MIJES respondents, results are presented at the Total DoD level only.

xviii

Based on first impression and accepted as correct until proven otherwise.
“* The DoD Hotline — Whistleblower Reprisal Complaint website
https://www.dodig.mil/Hotline/reprisal_complaint1a.cfm.

 Safe Helpline users can find information on how to report an alleged retaliation incident to DoD SAPRO
or directly to the DoD |G via safehelpline.org.
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Appendix A: Fiscal Year 2016 Lines of

Effort Highlights

This Appendix details additional program
and policy advances that the Department
completed last year. The Department uses
the structure of the 2015 DoD SAPR
Strategic Plan to organize the FY16 highlights
by five lines of effort (LOEs). The Strategic
Plan employs a multidisciplinary approach
with initiatives in each LOE. This promotes
unity of effort throughout the Department.

Prevention

Enhanced ROTC Outreach Efforts

The Department expanded efforts to
promote SAPR training to Reserve Officer
Training Corps (ROTC) cadets and
midshipmen. The Military Services
commission approximately 35 percent of
incoming officers through ROTC. The
training emphasized the critical role a healthy
climate plays in the active force. In FY16,
DoD SAPRO visited multiple universities and
spoke with ROTC cadets, cadre, veteran
students, student government officials, and
Title IX Coordinators. The outreach events
highlighted DoD's lessons learned over the
past ten vyears, broadened strategic

DoD SAPR Strategic

Plan LOEs
LOE Objectives
Deliver consistent and
LOE 1: X .
. effective prevention methods
Prevention
and programs.
LOE 2: Ach'leve h.|gh .competence in

L the investigation of sexual

Investigation
assault.

. Achieve high competence in
s holding offenders appropriatel
Accountability 9 pprop y

accountable.
LOE 4: Deliver consistent and
Advocacy/ effective victim support,
Victim response, and reporting
Assistance options.
LOE 5: Effectively standardize,

measure, analyze, assess,
Assessment

and report program progress.

relationships with academia, and explored
ways for ROTC to lead efforts to strengthen
campus prevention activities.

Expanded DoD SAPR Connect Outreach
Efforts

DoD SAPR Connect is the Department’s
sexual assault Community of Practice
prevention collaboration and information
sharing forum. DoD SAPR Connect leverages
face-to-face meetings, virtual resources,
webinars, and a community toolkit to
strengthen prevention efforts and support
personnel working the SAPR program. More
than 2,000 DoD SAPR Connect members
access the online portal to share information
on prevention initiatives to include videos,
new research, policy documents, briefings,
and campaign plans.

Quarterly Webinars

DoD SAPR Connect quarterly webinars
further expand current information-sharing
efforts. The Department continued hosting
webinars with SAPR personnel and other
Service members from around the world.
SAPRO designs these virtual meetings to
emphasize key components of the
Department’s prevention strategy. In FY16,
SAPRO featured webinars that addressed

strategy program elements such as
employing effective communications and
engaging leadership support. Webinar

participants earn Continuing Education Units
(CEUSs) toward their re-certification as SARCs
or SAPR VAs. As of FY16, SAPRO has held
18 webinars involving nearly 2,500 Service
members and has awarded more than 2,400
CEUs.

In FY16, the National Guard Bureau
(NGB) asked DoD SAPRO to conduct a
customized series for its Sexual Assault
Response  Coordinators  (SARC). The
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sessions focused on providing NGB SARCs
an overview of the DoD Prevention Strategy.
SAPRO personnel then facilitated
discussions on how participants might apply
prevention principles in NGB environment.

The Prevention Roundtable

DoD SAPR Connect also features
activities outside of the virtual world. The
Prevention Roundtable serves as its face-to-
face component, acting as a communications
forum for representatives from the Military
Services, NGB, and the Coast Guard
(USCG). In FY16, the Roundtable expanded
participation to include representatives from
the Military Service Academies and ROTC
Cadet Commands.

Attendees share emerging practices and
prevention updates from the Military Services,
NGB, and USCG and hear presentations
from Subject Matter Experts. Quarterly
meeting discussions address challenges to
prevention program implementation and
institutionalization.

Coordinated DoD-wide SAAPM Efforts

DoD SAPRO facilitated the Department-
wide Sexual Assault Awareness and
Prevention Month (SAAPM) observance in
April 2016. DoD SAPRO supported many of
the Military Services’ events in the
Washington D.C. area throughout the month
to show support for survivors and promote
prevention. The Department encouraged all
leadership within DoD to promote the SAAPM
2016 theme: "Eliminate Sexual Assault. Know
Your Part. Do Your Part."

LIM

INATE

SEXUAL ASSAULT
KNOW YOUR PART
DO YOUR PART

""_\ “mw, Safe Helpline x “5’

In April, the Secretary of Defense hosted
the 2016 Exceptional SARC Award
ceremony. The Secretary honored six SARCs
whose work has been particularly noteworthy,
and who showed outstanding service and
innovation in carrying out their duties for
Service members. At the event, Secretary
Ash Carter also had the opportunity to
announce the release of the DoD Retaliation
Prevention and Response Strategy. He
described the measures the Department is
taking to prevent and respond to retaliation
resulting from reporting an incident of sexual
assault or sexual harassment. This ceremony
capped off SAAPM and recognized the
ongoing work being done across the Total
Force.
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Defense Secretary Ash Carter poses with the SARCs of
the Year during a ceremony at the Pentagon on April 28,
2016. The recipients are, from left, Army Master Sgt.
Melinda Heikkinen, Coast Guard civilian Simone Hall, Air
Force Capt. Elizabeth Belleau, Army Sgt. 1% Class Raquel
Mendoza, Marine Corps civilian Jacqueline Maxwell, and
Navy civilian Deborah Drucker. DoD photo by Army Sgt.
1% Class Clydell Kinchen. Source: Defense.gov

Presented Sexual Assault Prevention
Innovation Award

The Department initiated the annual
Sexual Assault Prevention Innovation Award
in 2014 to recognize Service members and
DoD civilians who contributed to or developed
an innovative idea, concept, or approach that
positively affected prevention efforts. The
Military Services, NGB, and USCG each
nominate an individual or group for the award
each year. The awardees for FY16 helped
improve command climate by creating an
interactive  skit aimed at bystander
intervention; designing an interaction model
that promoted “consent first” practices; and
developed targeted training for the most at-
risk populations.

Collaborated with DEOMI on Assessment
to Solutions

The Defense Equal Opportunity
Management Institute (DEOMI) assists
commanders and Equal Opportunity program
professionals  through  Assessment to
Solutions, a website housing tools and
products to address the mission-impacting
issues identified during the climate
assessment process. DoD SAPRO
collaborated with DEOMI to update the

information on the site to promote improved
sexual assault reporting climate, prevention,
and knowledge about the SAPR program.

Investigation

Collaborated with DoD IG Reprisal Office

DoD SAPRO cooperated with the DoD IG
to support its newly established
Whistleblower Reprisal Directorate, which is
responsible for investigating sexual assault
victims' reports of reprisal. DoD SAPRO
provided specialized training to IG
Investigators that focused on sexual assault
reporting options, best practices for working
with sexual assault survivors, and DoD Safe
Helpline resources. The training focused on
how the DoD Safe Helpline is an additional
resource for Service members who believe
they have experienced retaliation. Survivors
may securely report their experience to either
DoD SAPRO or to the DoD Inspector General
(IG), using a secure form on the DoD Safe
Helpline  website (www.safehelpline.org).
Users may remain anonymous or provide
contact information on the form, which is
subsequently shared with the DoD IG Hotline.
The Safe Helpline website also has a link that
takes users directly to the DoD IG Hotline
web form to report an allegation of retaliation.

Accountability

Designed a Program to Receive Incident
and Suspect Information from Restricted
Reporters

Section 543 of the National Defense
Authorization Act (NDAA) for FY 2015
required the Department to develop a plan to
allow an individual who files a Restricted
Report to disclose confidentially an alleged
suspect or incident information. In response
to this requirement, the Department
developed the “Catch a Serial Offender”
(CATCH) Plan in FY16. Once implemented,
the CATCH program will allow a victim to
participate by anonymously filling out an
electronic MCIO “form” with information about
the incident without compromising the nature
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of the restricted report. Should additional
information someday be submitted by another
victim about one of the alleged offenders in
the system, SAPR personnel will contact the
survivor(s) to assess their willingness to
change their restricted report to unrestricted
and participate in an investigation and the
military justice process. The Department of
the Navy is acting as the Executive Agent for
this program and will develop the information
system required to store and retrieve
information.

Advocacy/Victim Assistance

Convened the Victim Assistance
Leadership Council

The Department established the Victim
Assistance Leadership Council in accordance
with DoDI 6400.07, DoD Victim Assistance
Standards for Military Services, in September
2014. The Council advises the Secretary of
Defense on policies and practices related to
victim assistance across four programs:
sexual assault prevention and response,
family advocacy, victim-witness assistance,
and sexual harassment. The Council also
provides a forum for senior leaders within
each of the four program areas to exchange
information and collaborate on issues
affecting victims of crime and harassment.
Additionally, the Council works to promote
efficiencies, coordinate victim assistance-
related policies, and assess the
implementation of  victim assistance
standards.

The FY16 Council's second meeting
worked to identify and address policy gaps.
The VALC decided to establish a high-level
working group to develop metrics regarding
Victim Assistance Standards.

Launched the D-SAACP Advanced
Advocacy Course

The DoD Sexual Assault Advocate
Certification Program (D-SAACP) Advanced
Advocacy Course is a unique distance-
learning opportunity presented through a

contract with the National Organization for
Victims Assistance and modeled after its
Victim Assistance Academy. The course is
interactive and brings the classroom directly
to participants wherever they are located. The
course includes specialized sexual assault
training for new and experienced SARCs and
SAPR VAs within the DoD community to
enhance core competencies and improve the
quality of assistance provided to military
survivors. The 20-hour course focuses on
victim advocacy and includes a separate
module on Outreach to Men." Approved for
continuing education unit requirements, the
course augments the Military Services’ initial
victim advocacy training.

DoD SAPRO launched the first course
session with over 60 SARCs, SAPR VAs, and
SAPR Program Managers. Over 1,000
participants have now attended the course.
Trainees include SAPR program personnel
from the Services and National Guard.

Enhanced the D-SAACP Advanced Military
Sexual Assault Advocate Training On-Line

DoD SAPRO enhanced its advanced
victim advocacy online course through a
collaborative effort with the Office for Victims
of Crime (OVC)." The course aims to
improve the quality of victim support and
enhance SARC and SAPR VA job skills. OVC
hosts the interactive, scenario-based course
on its website. The 20-hour course counts

toward D-SAACP continuing education
credits.
Learning objectives include: the

understanding of post-traumatic reactions;
advocating for victims from the outset of a
report through case conclusion; providing
crisis management support in complex, highly
publicized, or particularly sensitive cases; and
understanding the ethical implications of the
advocacy role. This course augments the
Military Services’ entry-level SAPR training
programs.
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Strengthened Military and  Civilian
Partnerships to Respond to Victims of
Sexual Assault

The Department assisted OVC to
develop the “Strengthening Military-Civilian
Community Partnerships to Respond to
Sexual Assault” training program in 2008.
SAPRO personnel this year continued to
support this collaborative education effort.
The program is an interactive, one-day
training for civilian community advocates and
other responders to better respond to the
needs of military sexual assault victims
seeking assistance outside of installations.
Topics cover the military’'s SAPR program,
military culture, military victims’ unique needs,
on-base resources, the military justice
system, and assistance between military and
civilian communities.

Provided Subject Matter Expertise to Field
Operations

SAPRO subject matter experts provided
training and consultation support to a variety
of Department operations this year, including:

e Army Special Victims’ Counsel Program

e Air Force Special Victims’ Counsel
Program

e DEOMI Leadership Training Awareness
Seminar

e Service SARC and SAPR VA Training
Courses

Assessment

Enhanced DSAID

The Defense Sexual Assault Incident
Database (DSAID) captures sexual assault
case information input by the Military
Services, National Guard Bureau, and Coast
Guard for Restricted and Unrestricted

Reports. DSAID also facilitates SARCs’
victim case management, enables legal
officers to input and validate case disposition
data, and supports Service SAPR program
management. It further provides improved
oversight of the management of sexual
assault cases and offers the Department the
capability to meet reporting requirements,
validate data, and standardize information
collection.

DSAID enhancements or
accomplishments in FY16 include:

program

e Using DSAID to generate sexual assault
data sets for the FY716 Annual Report on
Sexual Assault in the Military and the
Annual Report on Sexual Harassment
and Violence at the Military Service
Academies for Academic Program Year
2015-2016;

e Conducting two DSAID webinars to
answer SARCs and SAPR Program
Managers questions and review recent
DSAID wupdates, the DSAID Case
Management Group meeting minutes
function, and information elements
coming from the investigative agency
interfaces;

e Upgrading from Oracle to Oracle
Enterprise with Advanced Security for
increased cybersecurity controls to
protect sexual assault data;

e Leading monthly DSAID Change Control
Board meetings with Military Service,
NGB, and USCG representatives to
discuss program updates and change
requests;

e Deploying seven total releases enhancing
DSAID’s case management, interfaces,
reports, security, and user functionality;

e Utilizing the quality assurance tool assists
the Department and the Military Services
to identify missing data and conduct data
validation.
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' Topics include Crisis Response Skills, Communication Skills for Victim Advocates, Other Crimes as
They Relate to Sexual Assault, Drug-facilitated Sexual Assault, Trauma and Resilience, Cultural
Competency, Vicarious Trauma & Self-Care; Comparison of Military and Civilian Criminal Justice System;
LGBTAQ Issues in Victim Advocacy; Victims Compensation; Program Management; Outreach to Male
Survivors; Ethics and Confidentiality in Victim Services and Prevention Effort: Best Practices.

" Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Office for Victims of Crime
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Appendix B: Statistical Data on Sexual
Assault

Background

Purpose

The Department of Defense (DoD) collects data on sexual assault to inform SAPR policy,
program development, and oversight actions. Congress requires data about the number of
sexual assault reports and the outcome of sexual assault investigations to be reported. The
Department provides support to the victims of these crimes, and holds the alleged perpetrators
appropriately accountable. Each year, the Sexual Assault Response and Prevention Office
(SAPRO) aggregates data on reports of sexual assault, analyzes the results, and presents them
in this report.

Scope

DoD uses the term “sexual assault” to refer to a range of crimes, including rape, sexual assault,
forcible sodomy, aggravated sexual contact, abusive sexual contact, and attempts to commit
these offenses, as defined by the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ). For the purpose of
data analysis in this report, the Department organizes results and analyses by the most serious
sexual assault allegation made by a victim or investigated by a Military Criminal Investigative
Organization (MCIO)." The allegation and/or behaviors indicated do not necessarily reflect the
final findings of the investigators or the matter(s) addressed by court-martial charges or other
forms of disciplinary action against suspects (referred to by DoD as “subjects of investigation” or
“subjects”).

DoD’s sexual assault reporting statistics include data on penetrating and sexual contact crimes
by adults against adults, as defined in Articles 120 and 125 of the UCMJ and Article 80, which
governs attempts to commit these offenses.

e Sexual assault between intimate partners. Information on sexual assaults occurring
between spouses or intimate partners is not included in the analyses detailed in this
section. The DoD Family Advocacy Program provides intimate partner sexual assault
data detailed in Appendix J. While most victims and subjects in the following data are
aged 18 or older, DoD statistics occasionally capture information about victims and
subjects aged 16 and 17 at the time of the report (including Service members who are
approved for early enlistment prior to age 18). Since the age of consent under the UCMJ
is 16 years old, military and civilian victims aged 16 and older may sometimes be
included in the data that follow, if such matters are not addressed under the Family
Advocacy Program.

e Sexual harassment complaints. The following analyses do not include sexual
harassment complaints. The Office of Diversity Management and Equal Opportunity
(ODMEO) provide information about formal and informal sexual harassment complaints
in Appendix H.

! Criminal Investigative Command (CID) for Army, Naval Criminal Investigative Service (NCIS) for Navy
and Marine Corps, Air Force Office of Special Investigations (AFOSI) for Air Force.
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Data Included
Unrestricted and Restricted Reports

Pursuant to reporting requirements levied by Congress, DoD sexual assault data capture
Restricted and Unrestricted Reports of sexual assault made to DoD during a Fiscal Year (FY)
involving a military person as an alleged perpetrator and/or a victim.?

Victims make a Restricted Report to specified individuals (e.g., Sexual Assault Response
Coordinators (SARCs), Sexual Assault Prevention and Response (SAPR) Victim Advocates
(VA), or healthcare providers), which enables victims to seek care/services and maintain
confidentiality. Given the victim’s desire for confidentiality, DoD does not investigate Restricted
Reports, and the victim is not asked to provide extensive details about the sexual assault.
SARCs therefore record limited data about these victims and the alleged offenses in Defense
Sexual Assault Incident Database (DSAID). Furthermore, the Department does not request or
maintain subject identities for Restricted Reports entered into DSAID. A victim can choose to
convert a Restricted Report to an Unrestricted Report at any time.

Unlike a Restricted Report, an Unrestricted Report of sexual assault by one victim against one
or more subjects is referred for investigation to a MCIO. DoD collects data on Unrestricted
Reports from the cases entered into DSAID by SARCs. Additionally, MCIO information systems
interface with DSAID in order to incorporate subject and investigative case information into
records.

Notably, the number of sexual assaults reported to the Department in a given year is not
necessarily indicative of the number of sexual assaults that may have occurred that year. This
difference exists because not all sexual assault victims report the crime. DoD estimates sexual
assault occurrence — or prevalence — via survey responses to the Workplace and Gender
Relations Survey of the Active Duty. The estimated prevalence versus reporting “gap” is
described in the Prevention Section in the main body of this report.

Case Dispositions

Once the investigation of an Unrestricted Report is complete, Congress requires the Military
Services to provide the outcome or “case disposition” of the allegations against each subject
named in an investigation. When a person is the subject of multiple investigations, he/she will
also be associated with more than one case disposition in DSAID. DoD holds Service member
subjects who have committed sexual assault appropriately accountable based on the evidence
available.

Upon completion of a criminal investigation, the MCIO conducting the investigation provides a
report documenting evidentiary findings to the subject’'s commander for military justice action.
The servicing staff judge advocate (SJA) also reviews the MCIO report and recommends
appropriate legal or other action. For investigations of rape, sexual assault, forcible sodomy,
and attempts to commit these crimes, a senior military officer who is at least a special court-
martial convening authority (SPCMCA) and in the grade of O-6 (Colonel or Navy Captain) or
higher retains initial disposition authority over the matters alleged.

2 Use of the term “victim” or “subject” does not convey any presumption about the guilt or innocence of
the alleged offenders, nor does the term “incident” substantiate an occurrence of a sexual assault.
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The SPCMCA determines which initial disposition action is appropriate, to include whether
further action is warranted and, if so, whether the matter should be addressed by court-matrtial,
nonjudicial punishment, administrative discharge, or other adverse administrative action.
Commanders do not make disposition decisions alone. The SPCMCA bases his/her initial
disposition decision upon a review of the matters transmitted in the investigative report, any
independent review, and consultation with military attorneys. Subordinate unit commanders may
also provide their own recommendations regarding initial disposition to the convening authority.

Each FY, disciplinary action against a particular subject may not be possible due to legal issues
or evidentiary problems with a case. For instance, a commander may be precluded from taking
disciplinary action against a subject when the investigation fails to show sufficient evidence of
an offense to prosecute or when the victim declines to participate in the justice process.

Legal authority for the Department to exercise military justice jurisdiction is limited to Service
members who are subject to the UCMJ. Civilians are not subject to the UCMJ for the purpose of
court-martial jurisdiction, except in rare circumstances, such as in deployed environments when
accompanying the Armed Forces. In FY16, there were no such civilians tried by a court-martial
for allegedly perpetrating sexual assault.

Additionally, local civilian authorities in the U.S. and its overseas host nations, hold primary
responsibility for prosecuting U.S. civilians and foreign nationals alleged to have perpetrated
sexual assault against Service members.? A civilian authority, such as a state, county, or
municipality, may also exercise their authority to prosecute Service members when they are
alleged to have committed an offense within the civilian authority’s jurisdiction. This may occur
when a civilian accuses a Service member of a sexual assault, or when a state holds primary
jurisdiction over the location where a Service member was alleged to have committed sexual
assault. In some cases, the civilian authority and the Department may agree to let the military
exercise its legal authority over its members. Prosecutions by civilian authorities against Service
members are determined on a case-by-case and jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis. Prosecutions
of Service members by a foreign nation are often governed by the Status of Forces Agreement
between that country and the United States.

Time Period Covered

This Annual Report includes data on sexual assaults reported from October 1, 2015 to
September 30, 2016 as well as information that describes the status of sexual assault reports,
investigations, and case dispositions as of September 30, 2016.

Sexual assault investigations can extend across FYs, because investigations may span several
months from start to completion. As a result, investigations opened toward the end of the FY
typically carry over into the next FY. Disciplinary actions, such as court-martial and discharge
proceedings, also take time; therefore, reporting of these outcomes can extend across FYs.
When the outcome has yet to be determined, case dispositions are marked as pending
completion at the end of the FY. DoD tracks pending dispositions and requires the Military
Services to report them in subsequent years' reports.

% A host nation’s ability to prosecute a Service member is subject to the Status of Forces Agreement
(SOFA) between the U.S. and a particular foreign government. SOFAs vary from country to country.
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Under DoD’s SAPR policy, there is no time limit as to when a sexual assault victim can report a
sexual assault. Consequently, DoD receives reports about incidents that occurred during the
current year, incidents that occurred in previous years, and incidents that occurred prior to
service. When a Service member reports a sexual assault that occurred prior to their enlistment
or commissioning, DoD provides care and services to the victim, but may not be able to hold the
alleged offender appropriately accountable if he or she is not subject to military law. In these
cases, Department authorities often assist the victim in contacting the appropriate civilian or
foreign law enforcement agency.

Data Collection

As of FY14, DoD uses DSAID to collect and report information for DoD and the Services. For
each report of sexual assault, SARCs must use DSAID to enter information about the victim and
the incident. DSAID interfaces with MCIO systems, which contribute additional information
about subjects and incident-specific information. MCIOs’ databases are the system of record for
all Unrestricted Reports they investigate. Service-appointed legal officers validate and enter
case disposition information into DSAID. Since DSAID is a real-time data-gathering tool:

e Not all data points are immediately available for this report. Data provided in reports
represent the state of DSAID data at the time of the final pull. Data may be incomplete at
the time of the DSAID data pull, despite best efforts by DoD and the Services to report
data completely. Therefore, some demographic or case-related information presented
below is categorized as relevant data not available.

e Data may change over time and may differ from what DoD reported previously.
Updates, changes, and corrections occur as a normal, continuous process of DSAID
management. SAPRO works with Service SAPR program managers to validate entries,
identify errors, and make corrections throughout the year. In addition, the investigative
process may also uncover new information. For example, an investigation may clear
some subjects of wrongdoing or implicate others. Data presented here reflect this
process.

Overview of Reports of Sexual Assault in FY16

In FY16, the Military Services received 6,172 reports of sexual assault Of the 6,172 victims,

involving Service members as either victims or subjects (Figure 1), a 1.5 how many were
percent increase from reports made in FY15. The majority of reports Service members?
were for incidents that occurred during military Service, however 556 5,350 Service member

reports were for incidents that occurred before the victim entered military el

Service. Of the 6,172 sexual assault reports, 5,350 were made by Who were the other

Service members: victims?
. . . . . . 778 victims were U.S.
e DoD initially received 1,995 Restricted Reports involving Service civilians, foreign
members as either victims or subjects. nationals, and others
e Of these, 414 (21 percent) Restricted Reports converted to LD EE MOl T, AEE
. . 4 Duty status with the
Unrestricted Reports in FY16. e oy ——
e Atthe end of FY16, 1,581 reports remained Restricted, which is Relevant data were not
about a 5.5 percent increase from the number remaining si‘::?i':gg'e for 44

Restricted in FY15. Of the 1,581 reports that remained

* As noted earlier, a victim can convert his/her Restricted Report to an Unrestricted Report at any time.
Subsequently, these conversions count as Unrestricted Reports.
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Restricted, 356 (23 percent), involved Service member victims who made Restricted
Reports for incidents that occurred before the victim entered Military Service.

e DoD received 4,591 Unrestricted Reports involving Service members as victims or
subjects.’ Figure 2 displays the number of Unrestricted and Restricted Reports from
FYO7 to FY16.

e Ofthe 4,591 Unrestricted Reports, 200 (4 percent) were made by Service member
victims for incidents that occurred before the victim entered Military Service.

7000 -~
6131 6083 6172
6000 1 —4—DoD Total
%) Reports
s 5000 -
o
v 4660
X 4000 - 4584 4591 DoD
“— 3472 -
2 3109 3327 3393 Unrestricted
3 3000 12846 Reports
€
2758 2788
Z 2000 - ,5,,2466 2579 2640 1471 1499 1581 —m—DoD
1293 Reports
1000 1603 643 714 748 753 816 Remaining
Restricted
0

FYO7 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
Fiscal Year

Figure 1: Reports of Sexual Assault Made to DoD, FY07 — FY16

In order to compare sexual assault reports across Services, DoD calculates a victim-reporting
rate.® A reporting rate allows for the comparison of reports across groups of different sizes.
Reporting rates also allow for year after year comparisons, even when the total number of
people in a group has changed. In FY16, for every 1,000 Service members, 4.1 Service
members made a Restricted or Unrestricted Report of sexual assault, a slight increase from
FY15. Table 1 compares the reporting rate across the Services and across FYs.

®> The Department pulls and analyzes data from DSAID six weeks after the end of the FY to allow
sufficient time for data validation. During this six-week period, 21 additional Restricted Reports converted
to Unrestricted. These 21 reports are included with the 414 reports that converted from Restricted to
Unrestricted that DoD counts with FY16 numbers.

® DoD calculates victim-reporting rates using the number of Service member victims in Unrestricted and
Restricted Reports and Active Duty Military Service end-strength for each year on record with the Office
of People Analytics (OPA).
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Table 1: Reporting Rate per Thousand, FY07 — FY16

Service FYOo7 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
Overall DoD 1.6 1.7 1.9 1.8 1.9 2.1 3.3 3.9 4.0 4.1
Army 24 25 2.6 2.4 25 2.3 3.5 4.2 4.2 4.4
Navy 1.0 1.2 1.6 1.6 1.6 21 3.2 3.6 3.8 4.1
Marine Corps 0.9 0.8 1.3 1.1 1.3 1.7 3.8 4.1 4.1 4.1
Air Force 1.4 15 1.4 1.6 1.6 2.0 2.9 3.7 3.7 3.7

Research shows that reporting sexual assault increases the likelihood that victims engage in
medical treatment and other forms of assistance.” DoD’s SAPR policy encourages victims to
report sexual assault, works to improve response capabilities for victims, and encourages
victims to participate in the military justice process. Figure 2 shows a slight increase in Service
member victims who made an Unrestricted or Restricted Report of sexual assault for incidents
that occurred prior to and during military service since FY09. Based on survey-estimated
prevalence rates of sexual assault and other factors, DoD attributes this increase to a greater
number of victims coming forward to report sexual assault, and not due to an overall increase in
crime. This aligns with the results of the 2016 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey
(WGRA), which indicated that past-year prevalence of sexual assault significantly decreased for
both women and men, compared to FY14 estimates.

6000

5000 556 —

540 504
492
4000
3000 121
216 86 O
4744736
2000 - 4113
2828
1000 - 2532
O — T T T

FY09 FY10 FYl1 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
N=2670 N=2618 N=2723 N=2949 N=4605 N=5284 N=5240 N=5350

Fiscal Year
Service Member Victim Reports for Incidents PRIOR to Military Service
m Service Member Victim Reports for Incidents DURING Military Service

Number of Reports

Figure 2: Service Member Victims in DoD Sexual Assault Reports for Incidents that Occurred During and
Prior to Military Service, FY09 — FY16

" DOJ (2002). Rape and Sexual Assault: Reporting to Police and Medical Attention, 1992—2000.
Washington, DC: Rennison, Callie Marie.
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Figure 3 demonstrates the difference between the estimated number of Service members who
indicated they experienced sexual assault, based on WGRA survey estimates, and the number
of Service members who reported a sexual assault incident occurring during military service.
DoD administers its sexual assault prevalence survey biennially, thus prevalence estimates are
available for CY06, FY10, FY12, FY14, and FY16. In addition, FY14 and FY16 measures of
sexual assault were designed to align more closely with the legal language from the UCMJ, and
therefore, are not directly comparable to the unwanted sexual contact measure used in years
prior. Nonetheless, analyses conducted by the RAND Corporation show that the sexual assault
measure and the prior unwanted sexual contact measure create statistically similar estimates.

Number of Service Members

Notes:

40000 ¢ Estimated
Number of
Women: 6.8% Service
35000 Men: 1.8% Women: 6.1% Members-
~34,200 Men: 1.2% Unwanted Sexual
~26,000 Contact Measure

30000 .
¢ Estimated

Women: 4.4% Women: 4.9% Number of
25000 Men: 0.9% Men: 0.9% Service
~19,300 ~20,300 Members- Sexual

% Women: 4.3% Assault Measure

20000 Men: 0.6%

~14,900 === Service Member
Victims in
15000 & Reports of
Sexual Assault
for Incidents that
10000 (~11%) (~23%)  (~32%) Occurred in

65 4113 4744 4736 4794 Military Service

5000 L774 2280 2223 2340 2454 2532 2639 % % Estimated
1275 Percentage of
Service Member

0 Victims
CY04 CYO5CY06 FYO7 FYO8 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 Accounted for in

Year Reports to DoD

(~7%) (~13%)

This graph depicts the estimated number of Service members who experienced sexual assault in
the past-year (based on prevalence surveys) versus the number of Service member victims in
actual reports of sexual assault made to DoD.

In FY16, the 4,794 Service member victims in Unrestricted and Restricted Reports of sexual
assault occurring during Military Service accounted for approximately 32 percent of the estimated
number of Service members who may have experienced sexual assault (~14,900, with a 95
percent confidence interval ranging from 14,000 to 15,700) that year.

The “unwanted sexual contact” measure refers to the survey administered by OPA in CYO06,
FY10, and FY12. The “sexual assault” measure used in FY14 and FY16 was designed to align
more closely with legal language from UCMJ. While the measures use different methods to
estimate the past-year occurrence of penetrating and contact sexual crime, they have been
shown to generate statistically comparable estimates.

Figure 3: Estimated Number of Service Members Experiencing Sexual Assault Based on Past-Year
Prevalence Rates versus Number of Service Member Victims in Reports of Sexual Assault for Incidents

10

Occurring During Military Service, CY04 — FY16
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In FY16, the “gap” between prevalence and reporting narrowed, meaning fewer sexual assaults
occurred, and a greater number of victims chose to make a report. There are still hurdles in
victim reporting behaviors; notably, the gap between prevalence and reporting is greater for
male victims than female victims. Female Service members account for the majority of the
survey-estimated victims of sexual assault (about 8,600 women and 6,300 men). Specifically,
about 43 percent (3,709) of survey-estimated female victims, but only about 17 percent (1,085)
of survey-estimated male victims made a report of sexual assault in FY16 for an incident
occurring during military service. Nonetheless, this year the Department received the largest
number of reports from men in the 12 years it has been collecting data on sexual assault.

DoD does not expect 100 percent of sexual assault victims to file a report. However, DoD
expects that the difference between the number of survey-estimated victims experiencing
sexual assault and the number reporting the incident can be reduced over time in two ways:

e Research-based sexual assault prevention initiatives should reduce past-year
prevalence rates of sexual assault, as estimated by prevalence surveys like the WGRA.

e [nitiatives that encourage victim reporting and confidence in the military justice system
should increase the number of Service members who choose to submit an Unrestricted
or Restricted Report.

Although reports to DoD authorities are unlikely to account for all sexual assaults estimated to
occur in a given year, DoD’s intent is to narrow the gap between prevalence and reporting.
These dual metrics are top line indicators of progress in reducing the occurrence of sexual
assault, reaching victims, and increasing opportunities for offender accountability, as
appropriate.

Unrestricted Reports of Sexual Assault

SARCs and MCIOs collect data regarding Unrestricted Reports and report it to DoD. In FY16,
there were 4,591 Unrestricted Reports of sexual assault involving Service members as either
the subject or victim of a sexual assault.® For a detailed breakdown of victim demographics in
completed investigations, see page 31. Each year, the majority of sexual assault reports
received by MCIOs involve the victimization of Service members by other Service members. In
FY16, 2,278 Unrestricted Reports involved allegations of sexual assault perpetrated by a
Service member against a Service member. Figure 4 illustrates how Service members were
involved in Unrestricted Reports of sexual assault between FY07 to FY16.

8 The Department pulls and analyzes data from DSAID six weeks after the end of the FY to allow
sufficient time for data validation. During this six-week period, 21 additional Restricted Reports converted
to Unrestricted. These 21 reports are included with the 414 reports that converted from Restricted to
Unrestricted that DoD counts with FY16 numbers.
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1. The chart excludes 610 reports from FY16, 564 from FY15, and 636 from FY14 due to missing

data on subject or victim type.

2. Some percentages do not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

Figure 4: Unrestricted Reports of Sexual Assault by Service Member Involvement, FYO7 — FY16

Crimes Alleged in Unrestricted Reports

The Department uses the term “sexual assault” to refer to the range of crimes in military law that
constitute penetrating and contact sexual offenses between adults. Since 2004, three versions
of Article 120 have existed in the UCMJ, which defines most of those crimes.

Of the total Unrestricted Reports made to DoD in FY16, the majority of offenses alleged fall into
three categories: rape, aggravated sexual assault/sexual assault, and abusive sexual contact.
MCIOs categorize Unrestricted Reports by the most serious offense alleged in the report, which
may not ultimately be the same offense for which evidence supports a misconduct charge, if
any. Figure 5 shows the breakdown of Unrestricted Reports of sexual assault by offense
originally alleged. Table 2 presents the offense originally alleged, broken down by the military
status of the victim.

12
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Notes:

1. 461 cases have been excluded from this chart due to missing data on the offense originally
alleged.

2. Bold text designates penetrating crimes (rape, aggravated sexual assault/sexual assault, and
forcible sodomy).

3. Percentages do not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

Figure 5: Offenses Originally Alleged in Unrestricted Reports of Sexual Assault, FY16

Table 2: Unrestricted Reports of Sexual Assault by Offense Alleged and Military Status, FY16

Number of
Number of
Total REEOIS Reports Relevant
Most Serious Offense ; Involving ]
. Unrestricted . Involving Non- Data Not
Alleged in Report Service : -
Reports Service Members Available
WETIIDETS B as Victims
Victims
Rape 801 607 186 8
Aggravated Sexual Assault/ 1,253 976 271 6
Sexual Assault
Aggravated Sexual Contact 100 89 10 1
Abusive Sexual Contact 1,858 1,599 235 24
Wrongful Sexual Contact 9 9 0 0
Indecent Assault 21 19 2 0
Forcible Sodomy 10 10 0 0
Attempts to Commit Offenses 78 65 13 0
Offense Data Not Available 461 438 22 1
Total Unrestricted Reports 4591 3812 739 40
in FY16
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Investigations of Unrestricted Reports

This section closely follows the flow chart shown in Figure 6. In FY16, MCIOs initiated 3,994
sexual assault investigations. DoD policy requires all Unrestricted Reports be referred for
investigation by an MCIO.

The length of an investigation may vary, from a few months to over a year, depending on a
number of factors, including:

e Offense(s) alleged

e Location and availability of the victim, subject, and witnesses

e Amount and kind of physical evidence gathered during the investigation

e Length of time required for crime laboratory analysis of evidence

The average length of a sexual assault investigation in FY16 was 4.3 months. Consequently,
sexual assault investigations initiated at the end of the FY, and the time to reach case
disposition, can span multiple reporting periods.

Of the 4,044 sexual assault investigations MCIOs completed during FY16, 2,583 of those sexual
assault investigations were opened in FY16, and 1,461 investigations were opened in years
prior to FY16. Of the 4,044 investigations completed in FY16, 174 cases did not meet the
elements of proof for sexual assault or were investigated for some misconduct other than sexual
assault (Figure 6, Point G) and 23 cases did not fall within MCIOs’ legal authority to investigate
(the report was for an incident prior to Service or the matter was outside MCIO jurisdiction;
Figure 6, Points H). In total, there was reportable information for 4,359 subjects. In future
reports, DoD will document the outcomes of 1,698 ongoing sexual assault investigations that
MCIOs opened in FY16 or prior to FY16, but did not complete by September 30, 2016 (Figure
6).
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Figure 6: Reports of Sexual Assault, Completed Investigations, and Case Dispositions, FY16
Notes:

1. For incidents that occur on or after June 28, 2012, the term “sexual assault” refers to the crimes
of rape, sexual assault, aggravated sexual contact, abusive sexual contact, forcible sodomy, and
attempts to commit these offenses.

2. The number of investigations initiated in FY16 is lower than the number of victim reports referred
for investigation because: there can be multiple victims in a single investigation, some
investigations referred in FY16 did not begin until FY17, and some allegations could not be
investigated by DoD or civilian law enforcement.

3. The Department pulls and analyzes data from DSAID six weeks after the end of the FY to allow
sufficient time for data validation. During this six-week period, 21 additional Restricted Reports
converted to Unrestricted. These 21 reports are included with the 414 reports that converted
from Restricted to Unrestricted that DoD counts with FY16 numbers.
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Sexual Assault Case Dispositions

The goals of a criminal investigation are to identify the victim, the alleged perpetrator, and
crimes committed. DoD seeks to hold Service members alleged to have committed sexual

assault appropriately accountable based on the available evidence.

Congress requires DoD to report on the case dispositions (outcomes) of
sexual assault allegations in Unrestricted Reports made against Service
members (DoDI 6495.02). When a person is the subject of multiple
investigations, he/she will also be associated with more than one case
disposition in DSAID. Since the Department must report outcomes for
each investigation, subjects who have multiple investigations will have a
disposition associated with each of those investigations. The Services
may address multiple investigations of a subject with one action (e.g.,
one court-matrtial for multiple investigations) or may address those
investigations with separate actions (e.g., a court-martial for one
allegation and then a nonjudicial punishment for another unrelated
allegation). This year, 48 subjects received multiple dispositions. These
48 subjects received a total 104 dispositions, which account for 2

Can DoD take action
against everyone it
investigates?

No. In FY16, DoD
could not take action in
785 cases, because
they were outside
DoD’s legal authority
or a civilian/foreign
authority exercised
jurisdiction over a
Service member
subject.

percent of all dispositions reported in FY16. The following data describe the case dispositions of

each investigation reported to the Department in FY16.

At the end of FY16, there were 3,677 case dispositions with information to report. Of the
subjects accounted for in these case dispositions, 26 had a prior investigation for sexual
assault. The 3,677 case dispositions from DoD investigations in FY16 included Service
members, U.S. civilians, foreign nationals, and subjects that could not be identified (Figure 7).
DoD’s sexual assault data represent a 12-month snapshot in time in order to comply with
Congressional reporting requirements. As a result, 2,932 case dispositions were not yet
determined at the end of FY16. DoD will report these in forthcoming years’ reports (Figure 6,

Point L).
M)

3,677 Case Dizpositions
completed in FY16

! - | Offender is Unknown ’“
¥ _ 522 Caze Dizpositions Sl
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Figure 7: Cases outside DoD Legal Authority, FY16
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For the vast majority of cases in the military justice system, commanders are limited to taking
action against Service members who are subject to the UCMJ. Each year, DoD lacks jurisdiction
over several hundred subjects in its sexual assault reports/investigations. In FY16, DoD could
not consider taking action in 785 cases because:

e 705 cases were outside of DoD’s legal authority (Figure 7, Points N, O, and P).
Specifically, MCIOs could not identify a subject despite a criminal investigation, a subject
was a civilian or foreign national not under the military’s jurisdiction, or a subject had
died or deserted before DoD could take disciplinary action.

e 80 cases involved Service members prosecuted by a civilian/foreign authority (Figure 7,
Point Q). While a Service member is always under the legal authority of DoD, sometimes
a civilian authority or foreign government will exercise its legal authority over a Service
member who is suspected of committing a crime within its jurisdiction.

Figure 8 shows that from FY09 to FY16, between 12 percent and 21 percent of cases
investigated by DoD for sexual assault were found to be either outside the DoD’s legal authority
or another authority asserted its jurisdiction. Over the past two fiscal years, SAPRO and the
Services conducted a comprehensive review of legal data in DSAID. As part of this process, the
Services’ legal officers closed pending cases that involved unknown subjects. This partially
accounts for the increase in unknown subjects seen in FY15 and FY16.

16% -
14% =¢=—Unknown
) Subject
@ 14% -
©)
T 12% -
S 2 109 ——Subject is
& o Civilian or
—_= Foreign
=0 0, - 0,
< e 8% 7% National
o wm
o— 6% i 0, ﬂ 5% P .
%D 7% —a— Civilian/Foreign
< 4% - Authorlty'
& 20 Prosgcutlng
5 205 Service Member
o <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% <19 <1% <1%
0% . . : : : . . . Subject Died or
FYO9 FY10 FY1l FY12 FY13 FYl4 FY15 FY16 Deserted
N=2584 N=2604 N=2353 N=2661 N=3234 N=3648 N=3386 N=3677
Fiscal Year

Notes:
1. InFY16, 785 (21 percent) of the 3,677 case dispositions were outside DoD legal authority or
involved Service member subjects who were prosecuted by a civilian or foreign authority.
2. Percentages do not sum to total due to rounding.

Figure 8: Cases Investigated for Sexual Assault by DoD with Subjects Who Were outside Its Legal
Authority or Service Members Prosecuted by a Civilian/Foreign Authority, FY09 — FY16
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Military Subjects Considered for Disciplinary Action

In FY16, 2,892 cases investigated for sexual assault involved Service members whom DoD
could consider for possible action. Table 3 and Figure 9 present dispositions of cases with
military subjects under DoD legal authority. Of the 2,892 cases, 217 involved alleged assaults
against multiple victims.

Table 3: Case Dispositions, FY16

Case Dispositions

Case Disposition Category Reported in EY16

Sexual Assault Investigations Considered for Possible Command Action 2,892
Evidence Supported Commander Action 1,865
Sexual Assault Charge Substantiated 1,331
Court-Martial Charge Preferred (Initiated) 791
Nonjudicial Punishments (Article 15, UCMJ) 272
Administrative Discharges 113
Other Adverse Administrative Actions 155
Other Misconduct Charge Substantiated 534
Court-Martial Charge Preferred (Initiated) 67
Nonjudicial Punishments (Article 15, UCMJ) 284
Administrative Discharges 89
Other Adverse Administrative Actions 94
Unfounded by Command/Legal Review 72
Command Action Precluded 955
Victim Died before Completion of Justice Action 0
Victim Declined to Participate in Justice Action 252
Insufficient Evidence of Any Offense to Prosecute 670
Statute of Limitations Expired 33
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Figure 9: Dispositions of Cases under DoD Legal Authority, FY16
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Command Action Precluded or Declined

Legal factors occasionally prevent DoD from taking disciplinary action against subjects. For
example, commanders could not take disciplinary action in 955 cases due to insufficient
evidence of an offense to prosecute, the victim declining to participate in the military justice
process, or the statute of limitations expiring. See Figure 9, Point V.

Two potential situations can lead MCIOs to conclude that the allegations of a crime should be
unfounded, meaning the allegation is categorized as false or baseless: (1) when evidence
discovered demonstrates that the accused person did not commit the offense, and (2) when
evidence refutes the occurrence of a crime. After examining the evidence in each case with a
military attorney, commanders declined to take action in 72 cases, because available evidence
indicated 9the allegations against these subjects were false or baseless (unfounded; Figure 9,
Point W).

Figure 10 illustrates the percentage of cases in which command action was precluded (e.g.,
insufficient evidence, victim declined to participate), command action was declined (unfounded),
or command action was taken (e.g., court-martial preferred, nonjudicial punishment). Over the
past two FYs, SAPRO and the Services conducted a comprehensive review of legal data in
DSAID and standardized the way in which they categorized and reported cases. As part of this
process, the Services’ legal officers closed a greater number of cases where command action
was precluded. This partially accounts for the increase in cases with command action precluded
in FY15 and FY16.
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Figure 10: Percentage of Cases with Misconduct Substantiated, Command Action Precluded, and
Command Action Declined, FY09 — FY16

°In prior FYs, DoD presented data on allegations investigated by the MCIOs that were unfounded by
legal review. Last year, the Department developed new categories to reflect the nature and outcomes of
these allegations more accurately (Figure 6, Points G and H account for these allegations).
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Evidence Supported Command Action

In 1,865 cases, commanders had sufficient evidence and the legal authority to support some
form of disciplinary action for an alleged sexual assault offense or other misconduct (Figure 9,
Point S). When a subject in an investigation receives more than one disposition, DoD reports
only the most serious disciplinary action. The possible actions, listed in descending order of
severity are preferral of court-martial charges, nonjudicial punishment, administrative discharge,
and other adverse administrative action.

The following outlines the command actions taken in the 1,331 cases for which it was
determined a sexual assault offense warranted discipline:

e 59 percent (791) of cases were associated with court-martial charges preferred
(initiated).

e 20 percent (272) of cases entered into proceedings for nonjudicial punishment under
Article 15 of the UCMJ.

e 20 perc_l;(()-:-nt (268) of cases received a discharge or another adverse administrative
action.

In 534 cases, evidence supported command action for other misconduct discovered during the
sexual assault investigation (e.g., making a false official statement, adultery, underage drinking,
or other crimes under the UCMJ), but not a sexual assault charge. Command actions for these
cases follow below:

e 13 percent (67 cases) of cases were associated with court-martial charges preferred.

e 53 percent (284 cases) of cases entered into proceedings for nonjudicial punishment.

e 34 percent (183 cases) of cases received some form of adverse administrative action or
discharge.

Military Justice

The following information describes what happens once a military subject’s commander finds
that there is sufficient evidence to take disciplinary action (Figure 11). Each action taken is
based on the evidence identified during a thorough investigation. In addition, since June 2012,
initial disposition decisions for the most serious sexual assault crimes have been withheld to the
O-6 level (Colonel or Navy Captain). This allows more senior, experienced officers to review
and decide what initial action should be taken in these cases.

10 Percentages do not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
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1. Percentages are of cases found to warrant disciplinary action for a sexual assault offense only.
This figure does not include other misconduct (false official statement, adultery, etc.)
2. Percentages listed for some years do not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

Figure 11: Breakdown of Disciplinary Actions Taken for Sexual Assault Offenses, FY07 — FY16
Court-Martial for a Sexual Assault Offense

As noted previously, 791 cases involved court-martial charges preferred. Figure 12 illustrates
what happened to these cases after their commanders preferred court-martial charges. Of the
791 cases with a preferral of court-martial charges for at least one sexual assault charge in
FY16, the Services completed 619 court-martial outcomes by the end of the FY.

389 cases proceeded to trial, 67 percent of which resulted in a conviction of at least one charge
at court-martial. That conviction could have been for a sexual assault offense or for any other
misconduct charged. Most convicted Service members received at least four kinds of
punishment: confinement, reduction in rank, fines or forfeitures, and a discharge (enlisted) or
dismissal (officers) from service. DoD policy directs that the Military Services process Service
members convicted of a sexual assault who do not receive a punitive discharge at court-martial
for an administrative discharge. This year, the Services processed 34 convicted subjects that
did not receive a punitive discharge or dismissal for administrative separation from Military
Service.
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Court-martial charges in 97 cases were dismissed. However, commanders used evidence
gathered during the sexual assault investigations to take nonjudicial punishment for other

misconduct in 27 of the 97 cases. The punishment may have been for
any kind of misconduct for which there was evidence. The subjects who
received nonjudicial punishment after a court-martial charges were
dismissed for other misconduct were adjudged five categories of
punishment: reductions in rank, forfeitures of pay, restriction, extra duty,
and admonition/reprimand.

133 cases resulted in a resignation or discharge in lieu of court-martial.
In FY16, 119 of 127 cases for enlisted members who had a discharge in
lieu of court-marital (DILO) resulted in separation Under Other Than
Honorable Conditions (UOTHC), the most serious administrative
characterization of discharge possible (8 cases resulted in a General
discharge). The UOTHC discharge characterization is recorded on a
Service member is DD Form 214, Record of Military Service, and
significantly limits separation and post-service benefits from DoD and the
Department of Veterans Affairs.

DoD grants request for resignation or discharges in lieu of court-matrtial
in certain circumstances, occurring only after court-martial charges are
preferred against the accused. For such an action to occur, the accused
must initiate the process. Requests for a resignation or a discharge in
lieu of court-martial must include:

What percentage of
cases associated with
a charge and trial for
sexual assault
offenses received a
conviction in FY16 and
what punishment did
they receive?

67% of cases that went
to trial for a sexual
assault offense
resulted in a conviction
of at least one charge
at court-martial. The
majority of cases with
a conviction resulted in
the following
punishments:
confinement, a fine or
forfeiture of pay,
reduction in rank, and
a punitive discharge or
dismissal.

e A statement of understanding of the offense(s) charged and the consequences of

administrative separation;

e An acknowledgement that any separation could possibly have a negative

characterization;

e An acknowledgement that the accused is guilty of an offense for which a punitive
discharge is authorized or a summary of the evidence supporting the guilt of the

accused.

These statements are not admissible in court-martial should the request ultimately be
disapproved. Discharges of enlisted personnel in lieu of court-martial are usually approved at
the SPCMA level. The Secretary of the Military Department approves resignations of officers in

lieu of court-martial.

Figure 12 presents the outcomes of cases for which court-martial charges were preferred.
Figure 13 presents the same information, but displays the outcomes by the type of crime

charged (i.e., penetrating versus sexual contact).
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Figure 12: Dispositions of Cases with Sexual Assault Court-Martial Charges Preferred, FY16
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Notes:

1. Percentages for some categories do not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. Punishments do not
sum to 100 percent, because subjects can receive multiple punishments.

2. The Services reported 791 court-martial charge preferrals with charges for a sexual assault
offense.

3. Of the 791 court-martial charges preferred, 172 cases were still pending court action at the end of
FY16.

4. Of the 619 completed case dispositions, 389 proceeded to trial, 133 involved a discharge or
resignation in lieu of court-martial, and 97 had court-martial charges dismissed.

5. In cases in which a discharge in lieu of court-martial is requested and approved, the
characterization of the discharge is UOTHC, unless a higher characterization is justified.

6. Of the 97 cases with dismissed charges, commanders imposed nonjudicial punishment in 27
cases. An additional case had a nonjudicial punishment initiated and subsequently dismissed.
Most of these 27 cases received three kinds of punishment: a reduction in rank, a forfeiture of
pay, and restriction.

7. Of the 389 cases that proceeded to trial, 261 resulted in a conviction of at least one charge.
Conviction by court-martial may result in a combination of punishments. Consequently,
convicted Service members could be adjudged one or more of the punishments listed. In most
cases, they received at least four kinds of punishment: confinement, a reduction in rank, a fine
or forfeiture of pay, and a punitive discharge (i.e., bad conduct discharge, dishonorable
discharge, or dismissal). DoDI 6495.02 requires mandatory administrative separation
processing for all Service members convicted of a sexual assault offense when the sentence
does not include a punitive discharge. For penetrative sexual assaults and attempts to commit
such offenses committed after June 24, 2014 with certain limited exceptions, the approved
sentence must include a punitive discharge.
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Figure 13: Dispositions of Cases with Sexual Assault Court-Martial Charges Preferred by Crime
Charged, FY16

Notes:
1. Percentages for some categories do not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. Punishments do not
sum to 100 percent, since subjects can receive multiple punishments.
2. The outcomes for the attempts to commit cases were: one case was dismissed and one case led
to a conviction.
3. Court-martial charges were preferred for 30 cases, but data for the specific sexual assault crime
charged was unavailable at the time of the final data pull.
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Nonjudicial Punishment

Do military
commanders use
nonjudicial punishment
as their primary means
of discipline for sexual
assault crimes?

No. Only 20% of cases
that had disciplinary
action for a sexual
assault crime received
nonjudicial punishment
in FY16 as the most
serious disciplinary
action. Most cases
(59%) had court-
matrtial charges
preferred as the most
serious disciplinary
action.

Commanders administer nonjudicial punishments in accordance with
Article 15 of the UCMJ, which empowers commanding officers to impose
penalties on Service members when there is sufficient evidence of a
minor offense under the UCMJ. Nonjudicial punishment allows
commanders to address some types of sexual assault and other
misconduct by Service members that may not warrant prosecution in a
military or civilian court. Some of the corrective actions within a
commander’s purview to administer as nonjudicial punishments include
demotions, forfeitures, and restrictions on liberty. Nonjudicial punishment
may support a rationale for administratively discharging military subjects
with a less than honorable discharge. The Service member may demand
trial by court-martial instead of accepting nonjudicial punishment by the
commander, unless the subject is attached to or embarked on a vessel.

Of the 1,331 cases dispositions that were associated with disciplinary
actions on a sexual assault offense, 272 cases were also associated with
nonjudicial punishments. Figure 14 displays the outcomes of nonjudicial
punishment actions taken against subjects on a sexual assault charge in

FY16. In FY16, 83 percent of the 239 cases with completed nonjudicial punishment proceedings
were associated with guilty verdicts under the authority of Article 15 in the UCMJ. Nearly all of
the administered nonjudicial punishments were for non-penetrating sexual contact offenses. The
majority of cases with a nonjudicial punishment received the following punishments: reduction in
rank, a forfeiture of pay, and/or extra duty. Available Military Service data indicated that for 80
cases the nonjudicial punishment served as grounds for a subsequent administrative discharge.
Characterizations of these discharges were as follows:

27

Honorable 3 Cases
General 44 Cases
Under Other Than Honorable Conditions 23 Cases
Uncharacterized 10 Cases
Total 80 Cases
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Figure 14: Dispositions of Cases Receiving Nonjudicial Punishment, FY16

Note: Punishments do not sum to 100 percent because cases can have multiple punishments.
Administrative Discharges and Adverse Administrative Actions

A legal review of evidence sometimes indicates that the court-martial process or nonjudicial
punishments are not appropriate means to address allegations of misconduct against the
accused. However, commanders have other means at their disposal to hold alleged offenders
appropriately accountable. Commanders may use an administrative discharge to address an
individual's misconduct, lack of discipline, or poor suitability for continued service. There are
three characterizations of administrative discharges: Honorable, General, and UOTHC. General
and UOTHC discharges may limit those discharged from receiving full entittements and benefits
from both the DoD and the Department of Veterans Affairs. In FY16, 113 cases in sexual
assault investigations were associated with an administrative discharge. Characterizations of
the discharges are outlined below.

Honorable 2 Cases
General 35 Cases
Under Other Than Honorable Conditions 37 Cases
Uncharacterized 8 Cases
Pending 31 Cases
Total 113 Cases

In FY16, commanders took adverse administrative actions in 155 cases that were investigated
for a sexual assault offense. Commanders typically use adverse administrative actions when
available evidence does not support a more severe disciplinary action. Adverse administrative
actions can have a serious impact on one’s military career, have no equivalent form of
punishment in the civilian sector, and may consist of Letters of Reprimand, Letters of
Admonishment, Letters of Counseling, or discharge. These actions may also include but are not
limited to denial of re-enlistment, cancellation of a promotion, and cancellation of new or special
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duty orders. Cadets and midshipmen are subject to court-martial and an administrative
disciplinary system at the Military Service Academies. These systems address misconduct that
can ultimately be grounds for disenrollment from the Academy and, when appropriate, a
requirement to reimburse the government for the cost of education.

Probable Cause Only for a Non-Sexual Assault Offense

The sexual assault investigations conducted by MCIOs sometimes do not find sufficient
evidence to support disciplinary action against the subject on a sexual assault charge, but may
uncover other forms of chargeable misconduct. In FY16, commanders took action in 534 cases
that MCIOs originally investigated for sexual assault allegations, but for which evidence only
supported action on non-sexual assault misconduct, such as making a false official statement,
adultery, assault, or other crimes (Figure 15).
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Figure 15: Cases for which There was Only Probable Cause for Non-Sexual Assault Offenses, FY16

Notes:

1. Some percentages do not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. Punishments do not sum to 100
percent, because cases can have multiple punishments.

2. The Military Services reported that investigations of 534 cases only revealed evidence of
misconduct not considered a sexual assault offense under the UCMJ.
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3. Ofthe 534 cases, 67 cases had court-martial charges preferred, 284 cases were entered into
nonjudicial punishment proceedings, 89 cases involved a discharge or separation, and 94 cases

involved an adverse administrative action.

4. Ofthe 67 cases associated with court-martial charges preferred, court martials proceeded for 45
cases and convictions were associated with 44 cases.

5. Of the 284 cases considered for nonjudicial punishment, 15 cases were still pending completion
and in 255 cases, commanders took appropriate action.

Demographics of Victims and Subjects in Completed Investigations

The Department draws demographic information from the 4,044 investigations of sexual assault
completed in FY16. These investigations involved 4,409 victims and 4,384 subjects or
individuals alleged to be perpetrators in an investigation.'* Table 4 displays the gender of
victims and subjects in completed investigations of Unrestricted Reports in FY16. The majority
of victims in completed investigations are female (81 percent) and the majority of subjects are
male (78 percent).

Table 4. Gender of Victims and Subjects in Completed Investigations of Unrestricted Reports, FY16

Gender Victims Subjects
Male 824 19% 3,413 78%
Female 3,558 81% 172 4%
Gender Unknown/Data Not Available 27 1% 799 18%
Total 4,409 100% 4,384 100%

Table 5 depicts victim and subject ages (at the time of incident) for completed investigations of
Unrestricted Reports. The majority of victims and subjects are between the ages of 16 and 34.
Most victims in completed investigations are of junior enlisted grades and most subjects are of
junior or senior enlisted grades. As shown in Table 6, 28 foreign national subjects, from
investigations completed in FY16, allegedly committed sexual assault against Service members.

Table 5: Age of Victims and Subjects in Completed Investigations of Unrestricted Reports, FY16

Age at Time of Incident Victims Subjects

0-15 45 1% 170 4%
16-19 1,028 23% 303 7%
20-24 1,858 42% 1,391 32%
25-34 842 19% 1,146 26%
35-49 193 4% 455 10%
50 and older 38 1% 123 3%
Age Unknown/Data Not Available 405 9% 796 18%
Total 4,409 100% 4,384 100%

" There were only 4,359 subjects with reportable information (i.e., offense met the elements of proof for
sexual assault and fell within MCIOs legal authority). However, 25 additional individuals alleged to be
perpetrators in an investigation are included in these demographic data.
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Table 6: Grade/Status of Victims and Subjects in Completed Investigations of Unrestricted Reports, FY16

Grade or Status at Time of Report Victims Subjects
E1-E4 2,780 63% 1,792 41%
E5-E9 555 13% 1,137 26%
WO1-WO5 8 <1% 21 <1%
01-03 121 3% 132 3%
04-010 39 1% 62 1%
Cadet/Midshipman/Prep School Student 48 1% 31 1%
U.S. Civilian 777 18% 149 3%
Foreign National/Foreign Military 47 1% 28 1%
Grade or Status Unknown/Data Not Available 34 1% 1,034 24%
Total 4,409 100% 4,386 100%
Notes:

1. Category percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding to the nearest whole point.
2. The category “U.S. Civilian” includes DoD contractors, DoD civilians, and other U.S. government
civilians.

Restricted Reports of Sexual Assault

Since Restricted Reports are confidential, protected communications, as

defined in Department policy, SAPR personnel collect limited data about How many Restricted
the victim and the sexual assault allegation. As with Unrestricted Reports convert to
Reports, victims can make Restricted Reports for incidents that occurred g;éﬁsgc,;e‘j Reports
in prior reporting periods and prior to Military Service.

In FY16 21% of victims

In FY16, there were 1,995 initial Restricted Reports of sexual assault. Of converted to an
the 1,995 reports, 414 (21 percent) converted to Unrestricted Reports.*? Unrestricted Report
At the close of FY16, 1,581 reports remained Restricted (Figure 16)." from a Restricted
Report, which is

. . . istent with th
This year, 356 Service members made a Restricted Report for an Z‘i[,}f'fhg{‘ C;Vr'wert:d in
incident that occurred prior to entering Military Service, representing FY15 and the 20% that
approximately 23 percent of the 1,581 remaining Restricted Reports of converted in FY14.

sexual assault. Of these 356 Service members:

e 234 indicated that the incident occurred prior to age 18
e 106 indicated that the incident occurred after age 18
e 16 declined to specify

Prior to FY14, the percentage of victims who converted their Restricted Reports to Unrestricted
Reports remained relatively stable with an average of 15 percent. In FY14, the conversion rate

' The Department pulls and analyzes data from DSAID six weeks after the end of the FY to allow
sufficient time for data validation. During this six-week period, 21 additional Restricted Reports converted
to Unrestricted. These 21 reports are included with the 414 reports that converted from Restricted to
Unrestricted that DoD counts with FY16 numbers.

'3 The 414 Restricted reports that converted to Unrestricted Reports are included in the total 4,591
Unrestricted Reports cited in the above section.

32 Fiscal Year 2016



increased to 20 percent and it has stayed at 21 percent from FY15 to FY16. Figure 16 shows
the Restricted Reports and conversion rates for the past FYs.

2500 -
900 1995
1 1 .
2000 =& Initial
” Restricted
£ Reports
o
g 1500 -
s lay 1499 1581
> —&— Reports
9 1293 Remaining
c 1000 - Restricted
> 705
816 414
753 401
500 {603 643 208 (é%%@ (~21%) (~21%)—e—Reports
134 165 , 1.0 Converted (%
102 110 123 124 (~17%)( 14%) s o
(~15%) (~15%) (~15%) (~15%) (~14%) onverted)
0 T T T T T T T T T 1
FYO7 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
Fiscal Year
Notes:

1. The parentheses include the percentage of cases that converted during that time from a
Restricted Report to an Unrestricted Report.

2. The Department pulls and analyzes data from DSAID six weeks after the end of the FY to allow
sufficient time for data validation. During this six-week period, 21 additional Restricted Reports
converted to Unrestricted. These 21 reports are included with the 414 reports that converted from
Restricted to Unrestricted that DoD counts with FY16 numbers.

Figure 16: Restricted Reports Received and Converted, FYO7 — FY16
Demographics of Victims in Restricted Reports

The following tables show that victims who filed a Restricted Report were primarily female,
under the age of 25, and of a junior enlisted grade (i.e., E1-E4).

Table 7: Gender of Victims in Restricted Reports, FY16

Victim Gender Count Share
Male 312 20%
Female 1,266 80%
Data Not Available 3 <1%
Total 1,581 100%
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Table 8: Age of Victims in Restricted Reports, FY16

Victim Age at Time of Incident Count Share
0-15 182 12%
16-19 359 23%
20-24 616 39%
25-34 307 19%
35-49 68 4%
50 and older 4 <1%
Data Not Available 45 3%
Total 1,581 100%

Table 9: Grade or Status of Victims in Restricted Reports, FY16

Victim Grade or Status at Time of

Report Count Share
E1-E4 1,094 69%
E5-E9 292 18%
WO1-WO5 3 <1%
01-03 80 5%
04-010 35 2%
Cadet/Midshipman/Prep 32 2%
Non-Service Member 39 2%
Data Not Available 4 <1%
Total 1,581 100%

Note: Categories may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding to the nearest whole point.

Service Referral Information

SARCs and SAPR VAs are responsible for ensuring victims have access to medical treatment,
counseling, legal advice, and other support services. SARCs and SAPR VAs can refer victims to
both military and civilian resources for these services. A referral for services can happen at any
time while the victim is receiving assistance from a SARC or SAPR VA and may happen several
times throughout the military justice process. This year, SARCs and SAPR VAs made an
average of 2.8 service referrals per Service member victim submitting an Unrestricted Report.
For Service member victims making Restricted Reports, SARCs and SAPR VAs made an
average of 3.0 service referrals per Service member victim. Figure 17 shows the average
number of referrals per Service member victim in sexual assault reports from FY07 to FY16.
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Note: Referrals in Unrestricted Reports are not listed for FY07 because DoD did not direct the Services
to collect these data until FY08.

Figure 17: Average Number of Service Referrals per Service Member Victim of Sexual Assault, FY07 —
FY16

The Military Services reported that there were 609 Sexual Assault Forensic Examinations
(SAFEs) conducted for Service member victims during FY16. Figure 18 depicts the reported
number of SAFEs conducted for military victims of sexual assault from FY07 to FY16. The
decision to undergo a SAFE belongs to the victim.
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Note: SAFEs for Unrestricted Reports are not listed for FYQ7, because DoD did not direct the Services to
collect these data until FY08.

Figure 18: SAFEs Reported by the Military Services involving Service Member Victims, FY07 — FY16

Expedited Transfers

Since FY12, DoD has allowed victims who submitted an Unrestricted Report of sexual assault to
request an expedited transfer from their assigned units (Table 10). This may take the form of a
move to another duty location on the same installation, or it may involve relocating to a new
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installation entirely. Victims can request a transfer from their unit commander, who has 72 hours
to act on the request. Should a unit commander decline the request, victims may appeal the
decision to the first General Officer/Flag Officer (GO/FO) in their commander’s chain of
command. The GO/FO then has 72 hours to review the request and provide a response to the
victim. Table 10 shows the number of expedited transfers and denials since FY12. Expedited
transfers requested and approved have been steadily increasing since FY12.

Table 10: Expedited Transfers and Denials, FY12 — FY16

Transfer Type FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
Number of victims requesting a change in Unit/Duty
Assignment 57 99 44 71 62
(Cross-Installation Transfers)
Number Denied 2 3 0 2 3

Number of victims requesting a change in Installation
(Permanent Change of Station)

Number Denied 0 11 15 12 18
Total Approved 216 565 644 720 725

161 480 615 663 684

Reports of Sexual Assault in Combat Areas of Interest

Arduous conditions in combat areas of interest (CAl) make sexual assault response and data
collection very difficult. However, SARCs, SAPR VAs, and other SAPR personnel are assigned
to all of these areas. SAPR personnel are diligent in providing requested services and treatment
to victims. The data reported below are included in the total number of Unrestricted and
Restricted Reports described in previous sections. Figure 19 illustrates the history of
Unrestricted and Restricted Reporting in CAls since FY08. There were 128 reports of sexual
assault in CAls in FY16, a slight increase from FY15; however overall reports in CAls are still
down from FY13. This result is most likely a reflection of the reduced number of Service
members deployed to these countries starting in FY14.
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Figure 19: Reports of Sexual Assault in Combat Areas of Interest, FY08 — FY16
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Figure 20 presents Unrestricted Reports in CAls by region. There were 76 Unrestricted Reports
in CAls in FY16.
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Note: In FY16, there were 22 Unrestricted Reports in Kuwait, 10 Unrestricted Reports in Afghanistan, 5
Unrestricted Reports in Iraq, and 39 Unrestricted Reports in the remaining CAls.

Figure 20: Unrestricted Reports in Combat Areas of Interest, FY08 — FY16

There were 52 Reports remaining Restricted in CAls, a decrease from the 56 Reports remaining
Restricted in FY15. Thirteen Restricted Reports converted to an Unrestricted Report during the
FY. Figure 21 shows Restricted Reports by CAl since FY08. Table 11 lists the number of
Unrestricted and Restricted Reports for each CAl.
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Note: In FY16, there were 6 Restricted Reports in Kuwait, 15 Restricted Reports in Iraqg, 15 Restricted
Reports in Afghanistan, and 16 Restricted Reports in the remaining CAls.

Figure 21: Restricted Reports in Combat Areas of Interest, FYO8 — FY16
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Table 11: Unrestricted and Restricted Reports by Combat Area of Interest, FY16

Unrestricted Reports Restricted Reports
Combat Area of Interest FY16 P FY16 P
Afghanistan 10 15
Bahrain 8 7
Djibouti 2 1
Egypt 1 0
Iraq 5 15
Jordan 3 1
Kuwait 22 6
Oman 1 0
Qatar 17 6
Saudi Arabia 1 1
United Arab Emirates 6 0
Total 76 52

Demographics of Victims and Subjects in Unrestricted Reports in CAls

The Department draws demographic information about the Unrestricted Reports made in CAls
from the 69 investigations closed during FY16. These 69 investigations involved 74 victims and
76 subjects.

Victims in Completed Investigations

The demographics of victims in CAls who submitted Unrestricted Reports mirror the
demographics of victims in all Unrestricted Reports made to DoD, in that they are mostly female
(76 percent) and of a junior enlisted grade (57 percent). However, victims in CAls who
submitted Unrestricted Reports tended to be slightly older than victims submitting Unrestricted
Reports in general; 34 percent of victims in CAls were 25 and over compared to 24 percent of
victims in all Unrestricted Reports.

Subjects in Completed Investigations

The demographics of subjects in Unrestricted Reports submitted in CAls are similar to the
demographics of subjects in all Unrestricted Reports submitted to DoD, in that the majority are
male (78 percent), under the age of 35 (67 percent), and in an enlisted grade (89 percent).

Demographics of Victims and Subjects in Restricted Reports in CAls

The 52 victims with reports remaining Restricted in CAls mirror the demographics of victims in
all Restricted Reports made to DaD, in that they were mostly female (87 percent). However,
victims making Restricted Reports in CAls tended to be older; 62 percent of victims in CAls
were 25 and over compared to 24 percent of victims in all Restricted Reports. Additionally,
victims in CAls tended to be of higher rank; 30 percent of victims in CAls were E1 to E4
compared to 71 percent of victims making Restricted Reports in general.

FY16 Retaliation Allegations

The Military Services and National Guard Bureau (NGB) provided data on allegations of
retaliation received in FY16, associated with reports of sexual assault and/or complaints of
sexual harassment. Information submitted by the Military Services and NGB varies depending
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on Service/NGB approach (e.g., Department of the Navy only submits data on cases with
completed investigations, whereas the Army, Air Force, and NGB provide information on
completed and ongoing investigations).

In FY16, the Department requested the military Services provide two types of data:

1. Case Management Group (CMG) Retaliation Allegations: The Military Services and
NGB provided data on all retaliation allegations discussed at CMG meetings in FY16,
involving victims, witnesses/bystanders, and first responders associated with reports of
sexual assault. This data does not likely represent all retaliation allegations because
victims, witnesses/bystanders, and first responders who believe they have experienced
retaliation have the option of requesting their experience be discussed at a CMG.

2. Investigations of Alleged Retaliation: The Military Services and NGB provided data on all
FY16 allegations of retaliation investigated and/or handled by Service/NGB or DoD
Inspectors General (IG), MCIOs, Law Enforcement, and Commander-Directed Inquiries.
This data pertains to allegations of retaliation associated with Unrestricted Reports of
sexual assault or formal/informal complaints of sexual harassment.

Each data source offers a different perspective on the retaliation allegations. The CMG data
provide information on initial actions taken to refer allegations to the appropriate agency and
provide support for the individual making the allegation. The data on investigations provide
detail on actions taken to officially assess the allegations, gather evidence, protect the parties
involved, and hold offenders appropriately accountable.

CMG Retaliation Data

DoDI 6495.02 “Sexual Assault Prevention and Response Program Procedures” requires the
Military Services and NGB to review new and ongoing sexual assault cases each month within
their installation CMGs. In FY14, the Secretary of Defense directed that the CMGs also discuss
such allegations and ensure the appropriate entities are engaged in the responses for particular
cases, at the request of the Service member who made a sexual assault report and perceived
retaliation associated with doing so. This process facilitates the provision of services to those
who experience retaliation, while allowing the CMG better oversight of situations where
retaliation may be occurring. This year, 67 individuals requested their allegation of retaliation be
discussed at the CMG. Victims of sexual assault made the vast majority of retaliation allegations
(61). In addition, one witness/bystander and five first responders had their retaliation allegations
discussed at the CMG.

Of the 67 retaliation allegations, 35 alleged ostracism and/or cruelty/oppression/maltreatment,
20 alleged reprisal, 2 alleged another criminal offense in relation to the report of sexual assault,
and 10 alleged a combination of reprisal, cruelty/oppression/maltreatment, and other
misconduct. Women made the majority of retaliation reports. Furthermore, most individuals
alleging retaliation indicated that they experienced it from multiple individuals of both genders
(13 allegations) and multiple men (13 allegations). Most often, the alleged retaliator(s) was not
the alleged perpetrator of sexual assault (53 allegations).

The table below displays all the actions taken as discussed at the CMG. Nearly two-thirds (61
percent) of all allegations received multiple actions. Common actions included referring the
information to command (26 percent), referring the information to IG (16 percent), referring the
information to the MCIO (9 percent), transferring the retaliation reporter at his/her request (9
percent), informal/verbal counseling of alleged retaliator(s) (8 percent). Six allegations could not
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be acted upon because the victim did not want action (1), the retaliator was unknown (1), the
allegation did not meet the elements of retaliation (2), and the action was pending (2).

Table 12: CMG Action Taken to Address Retaliation

. - Count of
Action Taken to Address Retaliation Actions Share
Information referred to 1G 24 16%
Information referred to Command 39 26%
Information referred to MCIO 14 9%
Information referred to MEO 2 1%
Transfer of retaliation reporter at his/her request 13 9%
Alleged retaliator(s) moved (transfer, relocation,
; 5 3%
reassignment, deployment)
Military protective order issued or civilian protective order
: 8 5%
obtained by reporter
Safety plan updated for retaliation reporter 8 5%
Negative treatment of retaliation reporter put to a stop
. ; 4 3%
through command intervention
Informal/verbal counseling of alleged retaliator(s) 12 8%
Briefings/trainings for alleged retaliator(s) and/or
o X 8 5%
unit/installation
New policies implemented by command in unit/installation 1 1%
Alleged retaliator(s) later held appropriately accountable
following a referral of the allegation to the appropriate 11 7%
authority by the CMG
Other action taken 3 2%
Total actions taken in 61 cases 152 100%

Notes: CMGs meet monthly throughout the Department of Defense to review progress on sexual assault
cases in the military justice system. Starting in FY14, the Secretary of Defense directed the CMGs to
discuss allegations of retaliation at the victim’'s request. CMGs have no ability to investigate allegations of
retaliation themselves, but instead must refer all allegations to appropriate authorities. Such referrals are
captured in the first four rows of this table. However, the leadership involved in the CMGs has the ability
to direct a number of safety and administrative actions to protect those alleging retaliation. These actions
are in the remaining rows of this table. The number of actions taken is greater than the total number of
retaliation allegations because military leaders took multiple steps to address retaliation allegations
brought to their attention through the CMGs.

Data on Investigations of Alleged Retaliation

Persons seeking to report an allegation of retaliation have a variety of avenues to do so,
depending on the type of misconduct being alleged. Reprisal allegations must be reported to
DoD and Service IGs. Ostracism and maltreatment allegations associated with sexual assault
allegations may be investigated by an MCIO or another DoD law enforcement agency, or may
be referred to unit commanders for investigation and resolution — all depending upon the
circumstances and matters being alleged.
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Reports of Retaliation

The Military Services and NGB received 84 retaliation reports against 169 alleged retaliators in
FY16 associated with sexual assault or sexual harassment reports. Additionally there were 11
reports, involving 12 alleged retaliators, from prior years that had a completed investigation in
FY16, for a total of 95 reports discussed in this section. Of the 95 reports, 81 percent involved
female reporters and 74 percent were related to an Unrestricted Report of sexual assault, with
the remainder related to formal complaints of sexual harassment (22 percent), a situation where
the reporter was suspected of making a sexual assault report, i.e. Restricted report or other, (3
percent), or informal complaints of sexual harassment (1 percent). The majority of reporters of
retaliation were victims of sexual assault or complainants of sexual harassment (86 percent);
the remaining reporters were withesses/bystanders (9 percent), first responders (1 percent), or
other (3 percent)."* The following entities investigated these reports: DoD or Service IGs (61
percent), MCIOs (35 percent), Chain of Command (3 percent), Chain of Command and DoD I1G
(1 percent). Nearly all (98 percent) of reporters received notification of the outcome of the
investigation once completed.

Characteristics and Outcomes of Alleged Retaliators

The analysis that follows focuses on the characteristics and outcomes of the 169 alleged
retaliators in reports of retaliation in FY16 and an additional 12 alleged retaliators in prior year
reports with completed investigations in FY16, for a total of 181 alleged retaliators. The results
that follow will largely reflect reprisal allegation outcomes, since the majority of the information
originates from DoD and Service IGs, which are exclusively tasked with investigating reprisal
allegations for DoD. The alleged retaliators in this collection of data were investigated for the
following categories: reprisal (65 percent), reprisal and other misconduct - i.e., ostracism, cruelty
or maltreatment, or other crimes (3 percent), restriction! (1 percent), ostracism and/or cruelty/
maltreatment (6 percent), other criminal offenses (25 percent). The majority of alleged
retaliators were men (80 percent) and only 10 percent were the alleged perpetrator of the
associated sexual assault or sexual harassment. Most frequently, alleged retaliators were in the
chain of command of the reporter (77 percent), followed by an individual associated with the
alleged perpetrator of sexual assault/sexual harassment (9 percent), peers, co-workers, friends,
or family members of the reporter (7 percent), unknown/investigation pending (4 percent), or a
superior not in their chain of command of the reporter (3 percent).

Figure 22 presents a review of the status of retaliation investigations and outcomes for the
alleged retaliators in those investigations. The Military Services and NGB opened investigations
against nearly all the alleged retaliators. At the time of data collection, the majority of alleged
retaliators still had an investigation pending or had their case taken over by DoD IG. Results of
these investigations will be reported in future FYs.

There were 49 alleged retaliators with completed investigations from FY16 reports and 12
alleged retaliators from prior year reports that had an investigation completed this FY, for a total
of 61 alleged retaliators in completed investigations. Investigators substantiated or founded

14 Percentages do not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
15 One case in this category also includes an allegation of ostracism
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charges against 17 of the 61 alleged retaliators in completed investigations.'® Actions against
these alleged retaliators included court-martial preferrals (3), nonjudicial punishment (2),
administrative discharge and adverse administrative action (1), and counseling (1). Action was
not possible against 7 alleged retaliators (insufficient evidence, accused unidentified, or
unspecified reason/action). Finally, 3 alleged retaliators had action pending.

16 Army CID does not report whether an investigation is founded or unfounded but does report the trial
counsel’'s/prosecutor’s opinion as to whether there is probable cause to believe that a crime was
committed. For the purposes of summarizing data across the Services, 16 Army CID cases were
categorized according to the outcome for the alleged retaliator (e.g., cases with courts-martial preferred
were categorized under founded).
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FY14 Data: Revisited

In every Annual Report, SAPRO presents data for the FY in which a victim reported a sexual
assault; however, by the end of the FY, investigations and/or disposition decisions for the cases
associated with these reports are often still pending. DSAID allows DoD to continue tracking
these pending cases through to completion. This year, SAPRO and the Services worked to
validate prior years’ data to present a thorough picture of FY14—from the report of a sexual
assault through investigation and disposition conclusion.

As explained on p. 7, DSAID is a real-time data-gathering tool. Since SAPRO pulled data for
this section in January 2017, numbers presented here will differ from data published in FY14's
Annual Report. For example, victims who made a Restricted Report in FY14 may have
converted to an Unrestricted Report in subsequent FYs. DSAID counts these converted cases
as Unrestricted Reports; thus, the number of Unrestricted and Restricted reports in a given FY
will change as victims convert their reports.

Although the majority of FY14 reports have completed investigations and disposition decisions,
some cases remain pending as of the date of the data pull for these analyses. Restricted
Reports that converted to Unrestricted after FY14 will have investigations that opened more
recently and may remain pending. Furthermore, investigations originally opened and closed in
FY14 may be re-opened as new evidence becomes available.

As of January 2017, DoD received 6,258 reports of sexual assault dated in FY14 (Figure 23),
which comprised of 4,801 Unrestricted Reports and 1,457 Restricted Reports.” Of the 4,801
Unrestricted Reports that were referred for investigation, 4,552 investigations were opened
(Figure 23, Point D).*® At the time of the data pull, MCIOs had completed 4,475 (98 percent) of
investigations opened for cases reported in FY14 (Figure 23, Point F). These 4,475 completed
investigations resulted in 4,180 case dispositions to report.*®

" The transition to DSAID in FY14 led to a slight lag between the date of a sexual assault report and the
date of DSAID entry. This lag accounts for an increased number of Unrestricted and Restricted reports in
the current analysis.

' Some reports may not have had an investigation opened due to the case not rising to the level of an
MCIO investigation, being outside UCMJ jurisdiction, or the incident occurring prior to a military service.
Some investigations will include multiple victims as well.

% Since these data were pulled in the first quarter of FY17, a small number of cases (32) have
dispositions decisions dated in FY17 and will thus be reported in the FY17 Annual Report.
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Figure 23: Reports of Sexual Assault, Completed Investigations, and Case Dispositions, FY14

The 4,180 cases from DoD investigations for which dispositions were reported included Service
members, U.S. civilians, foreign nationals, and subjects that could not be identified (Figure 24).
Of these, DoD could not consider taking action in 1,297 cases because:

o 43£fz>ocases were associated with allegations unfounded by legal review (Figure 24, Point
K).

e 758 cases were outside of DoD’s legal authority (Figure 24, Points L, M, and N).
Specifically, MCIOs could not identify a subject despite a criminal investigation, a subject
was a civilian or foreign national not under the military’s jurisdiction, or a subject had
died or deserted before DoD could take disciplinary action.

e 104 cases included Service members being prosecuted by a civilian/foreign authority
(Figure 24, Point O). While a Service member is always under the legal authority of DoD,
sometimes a civilian authority or foreign government will exercise its legal authority over
a Service member who is suspected of committing a crime within its jurisdiction.

20 prior to FY15, DoD presented data on allegations investigated by the MCIOs that were unfounded by
legal review. In FY15 and FY16, DoD developed new categories to reflect the nature and outcomes of
these allegations more accurately (see points G and H in Figure 6).
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Figure 24: Cases outside DoD Legal Authority, FY14

As explained on p. 20, legal factors occasionally prevent DoD from taking disciplinary action
against subjects. Commanders could not take disciplinary action in 807 (28 percent) cases due
to insufficient evidence of an offense to prosecute, the victim declining to participate in the
military justice process, the statute of limitations expiring, or the victim dying before completion
of justice action (Figure 25, Point T). After examining the evidence in each case with a military
attorney, commanders declined to take action in 68 cases, because available evidence
indicated the allegations in these cases were false or baseless (Figure 25, Point U).

For 2,008 cases (70 percent), commanders had sufficient evidence and the legal authority to
support some form of disciplinary action for an alleged sexual assault offense or other
misconduct (Figure 25, Point Q). When a subject receives more than one disposition in a single
case, DoD reports only the most serious disciplinary action. The possible actions, listed in
descending order of severity are preferral of court-martial charges, nonjudicial punishment,
administrative discharge, and other adverse administrative action.
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The following outlines the command actions taken for the 1,475 cases for which it was
determined a sexual assault offense warranted discipline:

e 61 percent (906) of cases were associated with court-martial charges preferred
(initiated).

e 22 percent (319) were associated with proceedings for nonjudicial punishment under
Article 15 of the UCMJ.

o 17 perglent (250) were associated with a discharge or another adverse administrative
action.

For 533 cases, evidence supported command action for other misconduct discovered during the
sexual assault investigation (e.g., making a false official statement, adultery, underage drinking,
or other crimes under the UCMJ), but not a sexual assault charge. Command actions for these
cases follow below:

e 10 percent (55) of cases were associated with court-martial charges preferred.

e 58 percent (309) were associated with proceedings for nonjudicial punishment.

e 32 percent (169) were associated with some form of adverse administrative action or
discharge.

2 Percentages do not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
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As noted previously, 906 cases were associated with court-martial charges preferred. The
dispositions and the sentences imposed by courts-matrtial are for those subjects with at least
one sexual assault charge adjudicated at any time for a report made in FY14.

Figure 26 shows that 592 cases proceeded to trial, 74 percent of which were associated with a
conviction of at least one charge at court-martial. The Services processed 47 convicted subjects
that did not receive a punitive discharge or dismissal for administrative separation from Military
Service.

Court-martial charges in 150 cases were dismissed. However, commanders used evidence
gathered during the sexual assault investigations to take nonjudicial punishment for other
misconduct in 31 cases. The punishment may have been for any kind of misconduct for which
there was evidence.

A total of 150 cases resulted in a resignation or discharge instead of court-martial. Of those
cases, 111 of 137 enlisted members who received a discharge in lieu of court-marital (DILO),
the enlisted member was separated Under Other Than Honorable Conditions (UOTHC), the
lowest characterization of discharge possible administratively.
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Figure 26: Court-Martial Preferred for Sexual Assault, FY14
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Notes:

51

Percentages for some categories do not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. Punishments do not
sum to 100 percent, because cases can have multiple punishments.

The Services reported that 906 cases of sexual assault investigations were associated with court-
martial charges preferrals for a sexual assault offense.

Of the 906 cases associated with court-martial preferrals, 592 cases resulted in trial

proceedings, 150 cases resulted in a discharge or resignation in lieu of court-martial, and 150
cases resulted in court-martial charges being dismissed.

In cases in which a discharge in lieu of court-martial is requested and approved, the
characterization of the discharge is UOTHC, unless a higher characterization is justified.

Of the 150 cases with dismissed charges, commanders imposed nonjudicial punishment in 31
cases. An additional 2 cases had a nonjudicial punishment initiated and subsequently

dismissed. Most of these 31 cases included two kinds of punishment: a reduction in rank and a
forfeiture of pay.

Of the 592 cases that resulted in court-martial trial proceedings, 440 are associated with
convictions on at least one charge. Conviction by court-martial may result in a combination of
punishments. Consequently, convicted Service members could be adjudged one or more of the
punishments listed. In most cases, they received at least four kinds of punishment:

confinement, a reduction in rank, a fine or forfeiture of pay, and a punitive discharge (i.e., bad
conduct discharge, dishonorable discharge, or dismissal.
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Appendix C: Metrics and Non-Metrics on
Sexual Assault

In collaboration with the White House, the Department of Defense (DoD) developed the
following metrics and “non-metrics” in 2014 to help illustrate and assess DoD progress in sexual
assault prevention and response (SAPR). As part of the development process, DoD canvassed
sexual assault programs throughout the nation to identify potential points of analysis.

Unfortunately, DoD could not find widely accepted, population-based metrics to serve as a
reference. Therefore, DoD developed the following twelve metrics and five “non-metrics” in a
collaborative process involving DoD SAPR program experts and researchers. For the purposes
of this document, the term “metric” describes a quantifiable part of a system’s function. Inherent
in performance metrics is the concept that there may be a positive or negative valence
associated with such measurements. In addition, adjustments in inputs to a process may allow
an entity to influence a metric in a desired direction. For example, DoD aspires to encourage
greater reporting of sexual assault by putting policies and resources in place to this end.
Therefore, increases in the number of sexual assault reports may indicate that DoD’s efforts
may be working.

DoD coined the term “non-metric” to describe outputs of the military justice system that should

not be “influenced,” or be considered as having a positive or negative valence in that doing so
may be inappropriate or unlawful under military law.

Figures A through V illustrate points of analysis for metrics and non-metrics.

Metrics

Metric 1: Past-Year Prevalence of Unwanted Sexual Contact

DoD uses the Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members (WGRA)* to
assess the estimated prevalence, or occurrence, of sexual assault in the active duty over a
year’s time. The Office of People Analytics (OPA) conducts the WGRA in accordance with the
guadrennial cycle of human relations surveys outlined in Section 481 of Title 10, USC. In the
National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year (FY) 2012, Congress directed DoD
to survey active duty members every two FYs. Past-year estimated prevalence rates are
available for Calendar Year (CY) 2006, FY10, FY12, FY14, and FY16. The Department will
estimate prevalence rates again in FY18.

As with all surveys, OPA classifies Service members as having experienced sexual assault
based on respondents’ memories of the event as expressed in their survey responses. A full
review of all evidence may reveal that some respondents whom OPA classifies as not having
experienced sexual assault actually did have one of these experiences. Similarly, some whom
OPA classifies as having experienced a crime or violation may have experienced an event that

! In FY14, the RAND Corporation designed a prevalence measure more closely aligned with legal
language in the UCMJ. Consequently, “sexual assault” replaced “unwanted sexual contact” as the survey
measure that estimates prevalence.
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would not meet the minimum DoD criteria. OPA's rigorous survey development sought to
minimize such errors, but these errors cannot be eliminated in a self-report survey.

Metric 1 (Figure A) illustrates the past-year rates of unwanted sexual contact (USC) among
active duty women and men for CY06, FY10, and FY12. In FY14, DoD hired the RAND
Corporation (RAND) to align the survey measure more closely with the crime of sexual assault
as stipulated in the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ). Therefore, prevalence of sexual
assault as estimated in FY14 and FY16 are not directly comparable to prior FYs.

In FY16, the WGRA estimates that 4.3 percent of active duty women and 0.6 percent of active
duty men experienced an incident of sexual assault in the 12 months prior to being surveyed.?
Compared to FY14, the FY16 sexual assault rate is statistically lower for both women (from 4.9
percent in FY14 to 4.3 percent in FY16) and men (from 0.9 percent in FY14 to 0.6 percent in
FY16).

Metric 1: Past-year Prevalence

25%
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Unwanted
20% Sexual
@ Contact
©
e - ¢ Men-
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3 15% Unwanted
S Sexual
g 10% 0 Contact
a 6.8% 6.1% . —o— \Women-
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o -—.._———0———-0*‘ —&o— Men-Sexual
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Description: Past-year prevalence of USC and sexual assault as estimated by survey data.

Sources: Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members (2006); WGRA, 2010, 2012, 2016; RAND
Military Workplace Study (RMWS, 2014).

Implication: Estimates the occurrence of USC or sexual assault of active duty members in the 12 months
prior to the survey administration.

Figure A - Metric 1: Estimated Past-year Prevalence of Unwanted Sexual Contact and Sexual Assault,
CYO06 and FY10 - FY16

2 OPA used scientific weighting to estimate prevalence rates that were representative of the entire active
duty population. OPA provides confidence intervals for all statistics that are interpreted as population
estimates. The estimated 4.3 percent prevalence rate among women has a confidence interval of 4.1
percent to 4.6 percent, meaning that we can infer with 95 percent confidence that the prevalence of
sexual assault among active duty women is between 4.1 percent and 4.6 percent. The estimated 0.6
percent prevalence rate among men has a confidence interval of 0.5 percent to 0.7 percent, meaning that
we can infer with 95 percent confidence that the prevalence of sexual assault among active duty men is
between 0.5 percent and 0.7 percent.
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Metric 2: Estimated Prevalence versus Reporting

Underreporting occurs when crime reports to law enforcement fall far below statistical estimates
of how often a crime may actually occur. Nationally, sexual assault is one of the most
underreported crimes, with estimates indicating that between 65 and 84 percent of rapes and
sexual assaults are not reported to police.®> Underreporting also occurs in DoD, which interferes
with providing victims needed care and holding alleged offenders appropriately accountable. In
order to understand the extent to which sexual assault goes unreported, metric 2 compares the
estimated number of Service members who may have experienced sexual assault, as
measured by survey data, with the number of Service member victims in sexual assault reports
for incidents occurring during Military Service.

Metric 2: Sexual Assault Reports versus Prevalence ¢ Estimated Number of
Service Members-
40000 Unwanted Sexual
" Women: 6.8% Contact Measure
o 35000 Men: 1.8% Women: 6.1%
o ~34,200 Men: 1.2%
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@ 30000 400 Service Members-
= Women: 4.4% Wome.n. 4'09 % Sexual Assault
8 25000 Men: 0.9% Men: 0.9% Measure
S ~19,300 ~20,300
o Women: 4.3%
% 20000 Men: 0.6% =—#—Service Member
ra) ~14,900 Victims in Reports of
= 15000 0 Sexual Assault for
8 Incidents that
e ~23% (~32%) Occurred in Military
§ 10000 (~7%) (~13%) (~11%) ( ) Service
g 4794

0 2828 41134744 473

5000 2289 2223 2340 2454 2532 263 (%) Estimated
1275 1774 Percentage of
Service Member
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Year DoD

Description: Estimates the percentage of Service member incidents captured in reports of sexual assault
(Restricted and Unrestricted Reports).

Sources: Service reports of sexual assault (FY04-FY13) and DSAID, FY14-current; Gender Relations
Survey of Active Duty Members (2006);WGRA, 2010, 2012, 2016; RMWS, 2014.

Implication: Capturing a greater proportion of sexual assault incidents in reports to DoD improves
visibility over the extent of the problem. It is the Department’s goal to decrease the estimated prevalence
of sexual assault through prevention, while encouraging a greater number of victims to make a Restricted
or Unrestricted Report. Increased reporting allows a greater number of victims to obtain needed
assistance, and gives the Department an opportunity to hold alleged offenders appropriately accountable.
Note: Error bars represent the 95 percent confidence interval for each estimate.

Figure B - Metric 2: Sexual Assault Reports versus Estimated Prevalence, CY04 — CY06 and FYQ7 —
FY16

® National Research Council. (2014). Estimating the Incidence of Rape and Sexual Assault. Panel on
Measuring Rape and Sexual Assault in Bureau of Justice Statistics Household Surveys, C. Kruttschnitt,
W.D. Kalsbeek, and C.C. House, editors. Committee on National Statistics, Division of Behavioral and
Social Sciences and Education. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press.
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Each year, DoD receives reports of sexual assault from military and civilian victims. DoD
responds to all reports of sexual assault; however, a focus on Service member victim reports of
sexual assault for an incident occurring during Military Service allows for comparison to
prevalence estimates. Figure B illustrates the difference between reports and the estimated
number of military victims. Although reports to DoD authorities are unlikely to capture all sexual
assaults estimated to occur in a given year, DoD’s goal is to encourage greater Service member
reporting of sexual assault.

As Figure B shows, the 4,794 Service members who reported sexual assault in FY16 for an
incident that occurred during military Service accounted for approximately 32 percent of the
estimated number of Service members who may have experienced sexual assault that year
(~14,900). In FY14, 4,744 Service members made reports to DoD authorities, accounting for
about 23 percent of the FY14 sexual assault prevalence estimate (~20,300). The survey
estimates show that fewer sexual assaults occurred in FY16 than in FY14, while a greater
number of victims chose to report the crime in FY16 than in any previous year. In addition,
sexual assault reporting in FY16 exceeds reports received in FY15.

In FY16, women comprised the majority of the survey-estimated sexual assault victims (~8,600
women versus ~6,300 men). A greater proportion of female victims also reported their assault.

Specifically, 43 percent (3,709) of survey-estimated female victims and only 17 percent (1,085)
of male victims made a report of sexual assault for an incident occurring during Military Service.

The Department anticipates that initiatives to increase reporting combined with prevention
efforts that reduce the overall occurrence of sexual assault will further the progress illustrated in
this metric. In effect, over time DoD expects that:

e |Initiatives to build victims’ confidence in the system should increase the number of
Service members who choose to make an Unrestricted or Restricted Report.

e The effects of prevention initiatives implemented across DoD should reduce past-year
prevalence rates of sexual assault, as estimated by the WGRA.

Metric 3: Bystander Intervention Experience in the Past-Year

A total of 684,980 active duty respondents completed questions related to Sexual Assault
Prevention and Response (SAPR) issues on the Defense Equal Opportunity Management
Institute’s (DEOMI) Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) from October 2015 to September
2016 (Table A).

Table A - Samile Sizes for DEOCS Resiondents, FY16

Sample size (N) 684,980
Men 582,807
Women 102,173
Junior Enlisted (E1-E3) 126,550
Junior NCO (E4-E6) 367,856
Remaining Ranks (E7-E9, W1-W5, O1 & Above) 190,574

The DEOCS included two items to assess respondents’ bystander intervention experiences in
the past 12 months. The first item asked whether participants observed a situation they believed
could have led to a sexual assault within the past 12 months. If respondents answered “yes” to
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this question, the survey prompted them to answer a second question identifying the response
that most closely resembled their actions:

In the past 12 months, | observed a situation that | believe was, or could have led to, a sexual
assault:

e Yes
e No

Response to this situation (select the response that most closely resembles your actions):
e | stepped in and separated the people involved in the situation
e | asked the person who appeared to be at risk if they needed help
e | confronted the person who appeared to be causing the situation

e | created a distraction to cause one or more of the people to disengage from the
situation

| asked others to step in as a group and diffuse the situation

| told someone in a position of authority about the situation

| considered intervening in the situation, but | could not safely take any action
| decided not to take action

Of the respondents who completed the DEOCS in FY16, 3 percent indicated they had observed
a situation they believed was, or could have led to, a sexual assault (i.e., a high-risk situation).
However, of those who observed a high-risk situation, the vast majority took some action to
intervene (Figure C).

Metric 3a and 3b: Bystander Intervention
Observed a high-risk situation? If yes, what action was taken?

Intervened
88%

% Observed High-risk Situation If Observed, % Intervened
Fiscal Year 2016 3% 88%
Description: Service member responses to: “In the past 12 months, | observed a situation that |
believed was, or could have led to, a sexual assault” and, if they observed a high-risk situation, what
action they took.
Source: DEOCS
Implication: Indicator of frequency of observed high-risk situations and Service member actions to
prevent sexual assault. However, DEOCS results draw from a convenience sample and may not
represent the entire force.
Summary Points: Although most Service members did not witness a high-risk situation, the majority of
those who did witness such situations took action to intervene.
Note: DEOCS is voluntary and administered annually by units or within 120 days of a change in
command.

Figure C - Metric 3a and 3b: Bystander Intervention, 2016
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In order to understand response differences between demographic groups, DEOMI conducted
subsequent comparisons as follows:

e Male respondents compared to female respondents

e Junior enlisted (E1 to E3) and junior non-commissioned officer (E4 to E6) respondents
compared to senior enlisted (E7 to E9), warrant officer (W1 to W5), and officer (O1 and
above) respondents

Compared to men, women were more likely to observe a high-risk situation and more likely to
intervene. Officers and senior enlisted Service members were less likely to observe a high-risk
situation, but more likely to intervene when compared to junior enlisted members and junior
non-commissioned officers. Overall, responses remained about the same from FY14 to FY16
(Figure D and Figure E).*

Metric 3a: Bystander Intervention- Observed a High-risk Situation by
Gender
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Figure D - Metric 3a: Bystander Intervention — Observed a High-risk Situation by Gender and Rank, 2014
—2016

* DEOMI modified DEOCS questions a few months after FY14 had begun; the data in 2014 include
January through September, while data for 2015 and 2016 include the entire FY (metrics 3, 4, 9, and 11).
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Metric 3b: Bystander Intervention - Action Taken Among
Respondents Who Observed a High-risk Situation by
Gender
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Metric 3b: Bystander Intervention - Action Taken Among
Respondents Who Observed a High-risk Situation by Rank
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Figure E - Metric 3b: Bystander Intervention — Action Taken Among Respondents Who Observed a High-
risk Situation by Gender and Rank, 2014 — 2016

DEOMI conducted additional analyses to assess the relationship between bystander
intervention and other items on the DEOCS. These analyses suggest that respondents had a
higher likelihood of observing a high-risk situation if they perceived their home or work
environment as unsafe, compared to those who perceived their home or work environment to be
safe. For example, nearly 18 percent of individuals who said they felt “unsafe” at work also
reported observing a situation that was, or could have led to, a sexual assault in the past 12
months. In contrast, only 3 percent of individuals who reported feeling “safe” from sexual assault
at work also indicated they observed a high-risk situation.
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Additionally, respondents with higher perceptions of chain of command support for bystander
intervention were more likely to indicate that they took action after observing a high-risk
situation, compared to respondents with lower perceptions of chain of command support for
bystander intervention. Approximately 93 percent of respondents who indicated their chain of
command encourages bystander intervention to a “great extent” also indicated they took action
after observing a high-risk situation. In contrast, only 74 percent of respondents who indicated
that their commander does not encourage bystander intervention also indicated they took action
following the observation of a high-risk situation.

Metric 4. Command Climate Index — Addressing Continuum of Harm

Respondents who completed the DEOCS answered three questions about their perceptions of
the extent to which their leadership promotes a climate based on mutual respect and trust.
These items, listed below, use a four-point scale ranging from “Not at All” to “Great Extent.” A
high score indicates a more favorable climate.

To what extent does your chain of command:

e Promote a unit climate based on “respect and trust”
¢ Refrain from sexist comments and behaviors
e Actively discourage sexist comments and behaviors

DEOMI combined the responses to these three items into an index. The data displayed
compare the average responses from each of the demographic groups in 2014, FY15, and
FY16. Overall, DEOCS respondents indicated a favorable command climate for every year data
are available. Perceptions of command climate are slightly less favorable among women than
among men (Figure F). Perceptions of command climate are less favorable among junior
enlisted members and junior non-commissioned officers, compared to senior enlisted Service
members and officers.

Metric 4: Command Climate Index - Addressing Continuum
of Harm by Gender
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Metric 4: Command Climate Index - Addressing Continuum
of Harm by Rank
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Description: Mean Service member perceptions of the extent to which their command: (1) Promotes
a climate based on “mutual respect and trust,” (2) Refrains from sexist comments and behaviors, and
(3) Actively discourages sexist comments and behaviors. Higher scores indicate perceptions that are
more favorable.

Source: DEOCS

Implication: Service member rating of command climate in this area addresses the continuum of
harm. However, DEOCS results draw from a convenience sample and may not be representative of
the entire force.

Summary Points: Overall, Service members perceived a favorable command climate. Men perceived
a slightly more favorable climate compared to women. Junior enlisted Service members and junior
NCOs reported a less favorable command climate compared to all other ranks.

Notes: The DEOCS is a voluntary survey administered to military units annually or within 120 days of
change in unit command. Rankings are categorized as follows: junior enlisted includes E1-E3, junior
NCO includes E4-EB, and all remaining ranks include E7-E9, W1-W5, and O1 and above.

Figure F - Metric 4: Command Climate Index — Addressing Continuum of Harm by Gender and Rank,
2014 - 2016
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Metric 5: Investigation Length

As illustrated in Figure G, it took an average of 131 days (4.3 months) to complete a sexual
assault investigation in FY16, nearly the same as the 127-day average investigation length in
FY15. DoD began tracking investigation length in FY13; therefore, data from prior FYs are not
available. It is important to note that the length of an investigation does not necessarily reflect
an investigation’s quality. The time it takes to conduct an investigation depends on a variety of
factors, including the complexity of the allegation, the number and location of potential
witnesses involved, and the laboratory analysis required for the evidence. Thus, the factors that
affect investigation length vary on a case-by-case basis. Knowledge of the average length of a
sexual assault investigation helps to inform victims about the investigative process and allows

DoD to assess its resources and investigative capabilities moving forward.

Metric 5: Investigation Length

200 -
Average: 142 .
150 1 Average: 121 Y g. Average: 127 Average: 131
m [ ] [ |
7]
> 100 - P
< T Median: 118
a Median: 110 Median: 94 Mediar: 100
50 -
O T T T
FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
Fiscal Year

B Average Investigation Length (Days) Median Investigation Length (Days)

Investigation Information FY15 FY16
Number of Completed Investigations 4,319 4,083
Average Investigation Length (Days) 127 131
Median* Investigation Length (Days) 94 100

Description: Baseline average and median investigation lengths of sexual assault investigations
for each MCIO. Length measured from date of victim report to date that all investigative activity is
completed.

Source: MCIOs (CID, NCIS, and AFOSI).

Implication: Provides a means to address expectations about investigation length. Investigation
length is not a measure of a thorough and professional investigation and may vary greatly
depending on the complexity of the allegation and evidence. Shorter investigations are not
necessarily better investigations.

Summary Points: On average, a criminal investigation in DoD takes 4.3 months.

*The median is a “midpoint” for a set of numbers; it is the value for which half are above and half
are below. Unlike an average, the median is less influenced by outliers in a set of numbers.

Figure G - Metric 5: Investigation Length, FY13 — FY16

13 Appendix C: Metrics and Non-Metrics



Metric 6: All Full-time Certified Sexual Assault Response Coordinator and
SAPR Victim Advocate Personnel Currently Able to Provide Victim Support

As illustrated below, there are 1,113 full-time civilian and Service member Sexual Assault
Response Coordinators (SARCs), SAPR Victim Advocates (VAs), and Uniformed SAPR Victim
Advocates (UVAS) working to provide victim support. In addition to full-time SARCs and SAPR
VAs/UVAs, the Services also employ collateral duty Service member SARCs and UVAs to
provide support to victims on a part-time basis.

Metric 6: All Full-time Certified SARC and SAPR VA Personnel
Currently Able to Provide Victim Support

600 -
% : Towh 1113 = Civilian SARCs
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O 317 348
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(</E) <>E 251 241 246
(D) -
S 200 - m Civilian SAPR
7 123 VAs
> 100 -
o
5 47 49 Uniformed SAPR
I+ 0 - : . . VAs
FY14 FY15 FY16
Fiscal Year
Civilian Full-time Uniformed Personnel Full-time
SARCs SAPR VAs SARCs SAPR VAs
FY16 371 447 246 49

Description: Number of full-time civilian SARCs and SAPR VAs, number of full-time uniformed
SARCs and SAPR VAs.

Source: Service Manning Data.

Implication: Indicator of full-time professional capability both on-base and deployed.

Summary Point: There are 1,113 full-time SARCs and SAPR VAs. In addition, the Services have
many collateral duty and volunteer SARCs and SAPR VAs available to assist victims. In total,
24,072 individuals across the Services are D-SAACP certified.

Figure H - Metric 6: Full-time Certified SARC and SAPR VA Personnel Currently Able to Provide Victim
Support, FY14 — FY16
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Metric 7: Victim Experience — Satisfaction with Services Provided by Sexual
Assault Response Coordinators, SAPR Victim Advocates, and Special
Victims’ Counsel/Victims’ Legal Counsel during the Military Justice
Process

In 2016, OPA conducted the Military Investigation and Justice Experience Survey (MIJES) to
assess the investigative/legal experiences of victims who made Unrestricted Reports. Overall,
the majority of respondents to the MIJES indicated that they were satisfied with their Special
Victims’ Counsel/Victims’ Legal Counsel (SVC/VLC), SARC, and SAPR VA/UVA during the
military justice process (73 percent to 78 percent indicated that they were satisfied). The MIJES
recruited a small sample of respondents and results of the study may not be representative of
the entire population of military victims who participated in the military justice system.

Metric 7: Victim Experience - Satisfaction with SVC/VLCs,
SARCs, and VAs/UVAs during the Military Justice Process

Satisfaction with SVC/VLC during 9%
military justice process*
Satisfaction with SAPR UVA/VA 12%
during military justice process
16%

Satisfaction with SARC during
military justice process

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Satisfied m Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied " Dissatisfied

Description: Victim opinion of the quality/value of support provided by the SVC/VLC, SARC, and SAPR
VA/UVA, if they interacted with these individuals during the military justice process.

Source: 2016 MIJES

Summary Points: The vast majority of victims who took the survey and interacted with SVCs/VLCs,
SARCs, and/or SAPR VAs/UVAs during the military justice process were satisfied with the support
provided.

Note: Only respondents who indicated interacting with a SARC, SAPR VA/UVA, and/or SVC/VLC during
the military justice process answered this question: 83 percent of respondents indicated interacting with a
SARC, 73 percent of respondents interacted with a SAPR VA/UVA, and 68 percent of respondents
indicated interacting with a SVC/VLC. Among respondents who indicated interacting with a SAPR
VA/UVA, 52% used an UVA and 53% used a VA. Of those, 79% were satisfied with their VA and 75%
were satisfied with their VA. Due to the small number of respondents contributing toward many of these
estimates, we caution against comparing across groups.

*Indicates that percentages do not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

Figure | - Metric 7: Victim Experience — Satisfaction with Services Provided by SVCs/VLCs, SARCs, and
SAPR VAs/UVAs, 2016
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Metric 8: Percentage of Cases with Victims Declining to Participate in the
Military Justice Process

The Services reported that DoD commanders, in conjunction with their legal advisors, reviewed
and made case disposition decisions for 2,892 cases in FY16. However, the evidence did not
support taking disciplinary action against everyone accused of a sexual assault crime. For
example, disciplinary action may be precluded when victims decline to participate in the military
justice process. In FY16, 9 percent of cases command considered for action did not receive
disciplinary action because the victims declined to participate in the justice process. As
illustrated in Figure J, the percentage of cases with victims declining to participate has remained
steady since FY13. Although the majority of victims participate in the justice process, DoD
continues to pursue avenues for greater and sustained victim involvement in the justice system.
DoD anticipates that recent initiatives, such as the addition of SVCs/VLCs and the
Counsel/Advocacy Program will encourage greater victim participation and engagement with the
military justice process.

Metric 8: Percentage of Cases with Victims Declining to Participate
in the Military Justice Process
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Description: The percentage of cases with subjects that DoD cannot hold appropriately accountable
because the victim declined to participate in the military justice process.

Source: F09 to FY13 = Service reporting; FY14 to current = DSAID

Implication: Provides indication if the Department’s changes in the military justice process are having an
impact on victim involvement.

Figure J - Metric 8: Cases with Victims Declining to Participate in the Military Justice Process, FY09 —
FY16
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Metric 9: Perceptions of Retaliation

The Department aims to foster a climate of confidence in which victims feel supported enough
to report sexual assault without any concern of retaliation or negative repercussions. In an
attempt to gather information about perceptions of retaliation as they relate to sexual assault
reporting, DoD compiled data from three sources.

Given the challenges associated with interpreting these data, DoD sampled a number of
domains to get as full a picture of this phenomenon as possible. Notably, these sources provide
data on victims’ perceptions of retaliation that do not necessarily align with actionable offenses
that meet the elements of proof required for a charge of retaliation under the UCMJ.

e 2016 DEOMI Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS)
e 2016 Workplace Gender Relations Survey (WGRA)
e 2016 Military Investigation and Justice Experience Survey (MIJES)

A. 2016 DEOMI Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS)

The DEOCS includes six items that assess the extent to which Service members believe their
command or units would retaliate against victims who reported a sexual assault. The items used
a four-point scale ranging from “Not at all likely” to “Very likely.” DEOMI coded the responses to
the items listed below such that a high score indicates a more favorable climate and combined
the items into a four-point index:

If someone were to report a sexual assault to your current chain of command, how likely is it
that:

e Unit members would label the person making the report a troublemaker

e Unit members would support the person making the report

e The alleged offender(s) or their associates would retaliate against the person making the
report

e The chain of command would take steps to protect the safety of the person making the
report

e The chain of command would support the person making the report

e The chain of command would take corrective action to address factors that may have led
to the sexual assault

Overall, Service members who completed the DEOCS perceived the potential for retaliation
from their command and unit members to be unlikely (i.e., they perceived a favorable climate).
However, men perceived a slightly more favorable climate with a lower likelihood of retaliation
(3.5 out of 4.0) compared to women (3.4 out of 4.0; Figure K). Moreover, senior enlisted Service
members and officers perceived a more favorable climate and perceived that retaliation was
less likely to occur (3.7 out of 4.0) compared to junior enlisted Service members and junior non-
commissioned officers (3.4 out of 4.0). Although thousands of DoD personnel complete the
DEOCS each month, the respondents may not represent the force as a whole.”

® As previously stated, DEOMI has not yet fully analyzed the data to determine scientific reliability and
validity, representativeness, and sensitivity to changes in the military population.
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Metric 9a: Perceptions of Victim Retaliation - Command Climate
Perspective by Gender
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Description: Mean command climate indicators that victims may be retaliated against for reporting.
Higher scores indicate a more favorable command climate.

Source: DEOCS

Implication: Indicates Service member perceptions of whether individuals who report a sexual assault
would experience some kind of retaliation for doing so. However, DEOCS results draw from a
convenience sample and may not be representative of the entire force.

Summary Points: Command climate indicators suggested that, overall, surveyed Service members did
not believe that retaliation is likely to occur. Compared to men, women reported that retaliation was
slightly more likely to occur. Compared to all other ranks, junior enlisted Service members and junior
NCOs reported that retaliation was more likely to occur.

Notes: The DEOCS is a voluntary survey administered to military units annually or within 120 days of
change in unit command. Rankings are categorized as follows: junior enlisted includes E1-E3, junior
NCO includes E4-EB6, and all remaining ranks include E7-E9, W1-W5, and O1 and above.

Figure K - Metric 9a: Service Members’ Perceptions of Victim Retaliation — Command Climate
Perspective, 2014 — 2016
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B. 2016 Workplace Gender Relations Survey (WGRA)

The WGRA asked respondents to indicate whether they experienced specific negative
behaviors following their report of a sexual assault. Subsequent questions then assessed the
context of those experiences to categorize which respondents experienced behavior that
aligned with prohibited behaviors described in policy and law. Retaliatory behavior by the chain
of command that affects Service members’ professional opportunities is prohibited. Likewise,
retaliatory behavior by anyone that involves exclusion from social acceptance is also prohibited.
Finally, service members may not commit acts of cruelty, and maltreatment against an individual
because he or she reported a crime or was going to report a crime.®

Of active duty members who indicated experiencing sexual assault in the year preceding the
WGRA and who reported the matter to a DoD authority, 58 percent indicated experiencing at
least one behavior in line with potential professional reprisal, ostracism, and/or maltreatment.
However, once the context of those negative experiences was assessed, about a third (32
percent) met the legal criteria for professional reprisal, ostracism, and/or maltreatment. With
regard to professional reprisal, 23 percent of respondents endorsed experiences and contextual
factors that indicated the matter might be an actionable offense, while the comparable figure for
ostracism and/or maltreatment was 21 percent (Figure L). Victim responses to these survey
items do not constitute a report of retaliation, nor do they constitute a finding under the law that
the victim experienced some form of retaliation. Rather, these responses allow the Department
to gain a better understanding of the broad range of negative experiences associated with
reporting a sexual assault.

® In January 2017, DoD issued standardized definitions for retaliation, reprisal, and ostracism. However,
the development of these definitions fell outside of the scope of the FY for this report.
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Perceived Professional Reprisal- WGRA Perceived Ostracism and/or Maltreatment—- WGRA
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Figure L — Metric 9b: Perceived Professional Reprisal, Ostracism, and/or Maltreatment — Victim
Perspective (WGRA), 2016

Table B displays these results by gender. Of women who indicated experiencing sexual assault
in the year preceding the WGRA and who reported the matter to a DoD authority, 58 percent
perceived an experience of professional reprisal, ostracism, and/or maltreatment. The
comparable estimate for men is 60 percent. After assessing the context of those self-reported
negative experiences, 28 percent of women and 42 percent of men may have experienced
professional reprisal, ostracism, and/or maltreatment; understanding that the behavior would
have to be investigated before a conclusion in whether legal criteria were met can be made.
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Table B - Metric 9b: Perceived Professional Reprisal, Ostracism, and/or Maltreatment by Gender
(WGRA), 2016

Women Men

. Perceived Perceived . Perceived Perceived
Perceived . Perceived .
professional ostracism one or more professional ostracism one or more

reprisal and/or of these reprisal and/or of these

P maltreatment behaviors P maltreatment behaviors
Did not experience 64% 46% 41% 50% 46% 40%

Experienced, did not

meet circumstances 17% 33% 30% 14% 32% 18%

military law prohibits

Experienced, did

meet circumstances 19% 21% 28% 36% 22% 42%
military law prohibits

C. 2016 Military Investigation and Justice Experience Survey (MIJES)

In FY16, the MIJES survey assessed the experiences of victims who made Unrestricted Reports
using the same measure of retaliation that the WGRA deployed. However, the MIJES recruited
a small sample of respondents, of which 225 were eligible responders. Since the 2016 MIJES
was not weighted, the results of the study are not generalizable to those Service members
whose adjudication was closed in DSAID.

Overall, 69 percent of respondents indicated at least one negative experience associated with
their report of sexual assault and provided information about the context surrounding those
negative experiences. Once the context of those negative experiences was assessed, only 38
percent of the respondents' experiences were consistent circumstances prohibited by military
law.

With regard to perceptions of reprisal, 28 percent of respondents indicated experiences and
contextual factors that indicated the matter might be an actionable offense. With regard to
perceptions of ostracism and/or maltreatment, 27 percent of respondents endorsed experiences
and contextual factors that indicated the matter might be an actionable offense. To reiterate,
only a complaint by a member followed by an investigation and a finding of fact can determine if
a crime was committed. These survey items do not constitute a complaint (Figure M).
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Figure M — Metric 9c: Perceived Reprisal and Ostracism/Maltreatment — Victim Perspective (MIJES),
2016

Metric 10: Victim Experience — Victim Kept Regularly Informed of the
Military Justice Process

The 2016 MIJES asked respondents to indicate whether response personnel and leadership
informed them about the status or progress of their case. Of those who interacted with
SVCs/VLCs during the military justice process, 83 percent agreed that their SVC/VLC kept them
informed of their case progress. However, of those who interacted with a Senior Enlisted
Advisor, Immediate Supervisor, or Unit Commander during the military justice process, about 41
to 48 percent agreed that these leaders kept them informed about the progress of their case
(Figure N).
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Metric 10: Victim Experience - Victim Kept Informed About Case
Status or Progress
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Description: Survey respondents, who made an Unrestricted Report, indicated the extent to which they
were regularly informed about the progress of their case from their SVC/VLC, Unit Commander, Senior
Enlisted Advisor, and Immediate Supervisor, if they interacted with these individuals during the military
justice process.

Source: 2016 MIJES

Summary Points: Results suggest that the vast majority of victims were kept updated on their case by
their SVC/VLC. However, fewer than half of victims were kept informed by their leadership.

Note: Only respondents who indicated interacting with a SVC/VLC, Unit Commander, Senior Enlisted
Advisor and/or Immediate Supervisor answered this question. 69 percent of respondents indicated
interacting with a SVC/VLC, 65 percent with their Unit Commander, 58 percent with their Senior Enlisted
Advisor, and 58 percent with their Immediate Supervisor. Due to the small number of respondents
contributing toward many of these estimates, we caution against comparing across groups

Figure N - Metric 10: Victim Kept Regularly Informed of the Military Justice Process, 2016

Metric 11: Perceptions of Leadership Support for SAPR

The DEOCS included two questions on leadership support for SAPR. The items listed below
used a four-point scale ranging from “Not at All” to “Great Extent.” DEOMI coded responses to
the following items such that a higher score indicates higher perceived support.

To what extent does your chain of command:
e Encourage victims to report sexual assault?
e Create an environment where victims feel comfortable reporting sexual assault?

DEOMI combined the responses to these items into an index and averaged across all military
respondents to the DEOCS. Overall, Service members who completed the DEOCS reported
that their command supported sexual assault reporting by victims. While an overall encouraging
trend was observed in DEOCS results, there are differences in perceptions of command support
for SAPR by gender and rank. Consistent with the pattern of results for previous DEOCS
metrics, men (3.6 out of 4.0) perceived greater command support for victim reporting compared
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to women (3.5 out of 4.0; Figure O). Additionally, senior enlisted Service members and officers
perceived greater command support for SAPR (3.7 out of 4.0) compared to junior enlisted
members and junior non-commissioned officers (3.5 out of 4.0).

Metric 11: Service Members' Perceptions of Leadership Support for
SAPR by Gender

N
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Metric 11: Service Members' Perceptions of Leadership Support for
SAPR by Rank
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g
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Jan-Sept 2014 FY15 FY16
Year
Men Women Jr. Enlisted/Jr. NCO  All Remaining Ranks
Fiscal Year 2016 3.6 35 35 3.7

Description: Mean Service member perceptions of command and leadership support for the
SAPR program, victim reporting, and victim support. Higher scores indicate perceptions that are
more favorable.

Source: DEOMI Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS).

Implication: Service member rating of command climate in this area. However, DEOCS results
draw from a convenience sample and may not be representative of the entire force.

Summary Points: Overall, Service members perceived their command and leadership to be
supportive of SAPR. Women perceived slightly lower levels of leadership support for SAPR
compared to men. Junior enlisted Service members and junior NCOs perceived lower levels of
leadership support for SAPR compared to all other ranks.

Notes: The DEOCS is a voluntary survey administered to military units annually or within 120 days
of change in unit command. Rankings are categorized as follows: junior enlisted includes E1-E3,
junior NCO includes E4-E6, and all remaining ranks include E7-E9, W1-W5, and O1 and above.

Figure O - Metric 11: Service Members’ Perceptions of Leadership Support for SAPR, 2014 — 2016
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Metric 12: Reports of Sexual Assault over Time

It is imperative to track reports of sexual assault for several reasons. The number of sexual
assault reports received each year indicates:

Number of victims who were sufficiently confident in the response system to make a

report

Number of victims who gained access to DoD support and services

Number of victims who may be willing to participate in the military justice system to hold
alleged offenders appropriately accountable

Metric 12: Reports of Sexual Assault Over Time

7000 ~
6131 6083 5172 _,_pop Total

6000 - Reports
(%]
‘g 5000 -
Q =—4—DoD
e 4660 :
X 4000 - 3604 4584 4591  Unrestricted
— 3472
o . 3109 3327 3393 4225 Reports
3 3000 -
£ 7758 5788 =—DoD Reports
S g

2000 - 2466 2579 2640 1581 Remaining
z 2243 1293 1471 1499 Restricted

816
1000 | 603 643 714 748 753
O T T T T T T T T T 1
FYO7 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
Fiscal Year

Reports of _ . . % of Reports
Sexual Assault Total =  Unrestricted + Restricted Restricted
FY16 6,172 = 4,591 + 1,581 25.6%
FY15 6,083 = 4,584 + 1,499 24.6%

Description: Year-to-year trend of Restricted and Unrestricted Reports received by the
Department. Both Restricted and Unrestricted Reports represent one victim per report.
Source: FYO07 to FY13 = Service Reporting, FY14 to current = DSAID

Implication: A change in reports of sexual assault may reflect a change in victim confidence
in DoD response systems. The continuing growth of Restricted Reporting may be a sign that
victims view this option as a valuable and trustworthy means to access support while
maintaining confidentiality.

Summary:

DoD Reports of sexual assault increased by 1.5 percent from FY15 to FY16.

Figure P - Metric 12: Reports of Sexual Assault over Time, FYO7 — FY16

In FY16, the Military Services received 6,172 reports of alleged sexual assault involving Service
members as either victims or subjects (Figure P). While DoD received these reports in FY16, a
portion of reported incidents occurred in prior FYs and/or prior to Military Service. Of the 6,172
reports in FY16, 556 (9 percent) were made by Service members for incidents that occurred
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prior to their entering Military Service.” The Military Services received 4,591 Unrestricted
Reports involving Service members as victims or subjects this year.? The Military Services
initially received 1,995 Restricted Reports involving Service members as either victims or
subjects. Of the 1,995 initial Restricted Reports, 414 (21 percent) reports later converted to
Unrestricted Reports. These converted Restricted Reports are now counted with the
Unrestricted Reports. There were 1,581 Reports remaining Restricted in FY16.

Non-Metrics

Non-Metric 1: Command Action — Case Dispositions

The following describes outcomes for completed investigations with case disposition results
reported in FY16. Congress requires DoD to report on the case dispositions (outcomes) of
sexual assault allegations in Unrestricted Reports made against Service members (DoDI
6495.02). When a person is the subject of multiple investigations, he/she will also be associated
with more than one case disposition in DSAID (see Appendix B for further detail).

In FY16, 2,892 cases investigated for sexual assault were primarily under the legal authority of
DoD. However, as with the civilian justice system, evidentiary issues may have prevented DoD
from taking disciplinary action in some cases. In addition, commanders declined to take action
in some cases after a legal review of the matter indicated that the allegations against the
accused were unfounded, meaning they were determined to be false or baseless. Command
action was not possible in 36 percent of the cases considered for action by military commanders
(Figure Q) in FY16. For the remaining 64 percent of cases considered for command action,
commanders had sufficient evidence and legal authority to support some form of disciplinary
action for a sexual assault offense or other misconduct. Figure Q displays command action
taken from FY09 to FY16 and Figure R displays command action in FY16 for penetrating versus
sexual contact crimes alleged/investigated.

Over the past two fiscal years, SAPRO and the Services conducted a comprehensive review of
legal data in DSAID and standardized the way in which they categorized and reported cases. As
part of this process, the Services’ legal officers closed cases dating back to FY14 and reported
a greater number of cases where command action was precluded. This determination could
have been made any time between FY14 and FY16, and they are reported here as they were
deemed closed in FY16. This partially accounts for the increase in cases with command action
precluded seen in FY15 and FY16.

" Prior to FY14, an Unrestricted Report of sexual assault may have included one or more victims and one
or more subjects. DoD relied upon the MCIOs to provide the number of Unrestricted Reports each year,
and the subsequent number of victims and subjects associated with those reports. In FY14, DoD moved
to DSAID as the primary source of reporting statistics with each Unrestricted Report corresponding to a
single victim.

® The Department pulls and analyzes data from DSAID six weeks after the end of the FY to allow
sufficient time for data validation. During this six-week period, 21 additional Restricted Reports converted
to Unrestricted. These 21 reports are included with the 414 reports that converted from Restricted to
Unrestricted that DoD counts with FY16 numbers.
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Non-Metric 1a: Command Action for Alleged Military Offenders
under DoD Legal Authority
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Fiscal Year
Case Dispositions FY16 (% of N)
C-M Charge Preferral for Sexual Assault Offense 791 27%
NJP for Sexual Assault Offense 272 9%
Admin D/C & Actions for Sexual Assault Offense 268 9%
Action for Non-Sexual Assault Offense 534 18%
Command Action Not Possible 1,027 36%

Description: Year-to-year trends summarizing the actions commanders have taken in cases under
the jurisdiction of military law.
Source: FY09 to FY13 = Service Reports and Offices of the Judge Advocates General (OTJAGS);
FY14 to Current = DSAID
Implication: When DoD has sufficient evidence and jurisdiction over the alleged offender,
commanders are using the court-martial process as the primary means for discipline in sexual
assault allegations. This non-metric pertains to holding alleged offenders appropriately accountable.
Notes: Command action is not possible when there is insufficient evidence of a crime to prosecute,
the victim declines to participate in the justice process, the statute of limitations expires, the victim
dies before action can be taken, or when the allegations against the offender are unfounded.
Percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

Figure Q - Non-Metric 1a: Command Action for Cases under DoD Legal Authority, FY09 — FY16
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Non-Metric 1b: FY16 Completed* Command Actions for
Penetrating and Sexual Contact Crimes Investigated
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Note: This figure only includes command actions in which the action was completed in FY16. Command
actions pending completion (e.g., court-martial preferred but pending trial) are not included in this graph.
Additionally, there were 31 completed command actions that could not be classified as penetrating or
sexual contact crimes, because the crime investigated was attempted sexual assault or unknown.

Figure R - Non-Metric 1b: Completed Command Actions by Crime Investigated, FY16
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Non-Metric 2: Court-Martial Outcomes

Figure S illustrates case outcomes in the court-martial process, displayed by type of crime
charged—penetrating (rape and sexual assault) versus other sexual contact crimes. Not all

cases associated with court-martial preferral proceed to trial. In certain circumstances, DoD may
approve a resignation or discharge in lieu of court-martial (RILO/DILO). Furthermore, Article 32
(pre-trial) hearings can result in a recommendation to dismiss all or some of the charges.
Commanders may use evidence gathered during sexual assault investigations and evidence
heard at an Article 32 hearing to impose a nonjudicial punishment (NJP) for other misconduct
against subjects whose charges were dismissed. As depicted in Figure S, the majority of cases
associated with court-martial preferral, for both penetrating and sexual contact crime charges,

proceeded to trial.’

Non-Metric 2: Sexual Assault Court-Martial Outcomes Completed by

Crime Charged
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FY16 Penetrating Crimes

N=240

FY16 Sexual Contact Crimes

C-M Actions Completed in FY16

377 240

Cases Dismissed 58 15% 39 16%
RILO/DILO Cases 76 20% 57 24%
Proceeded To Trial 243 64% 144 60%
Acquitted 96 40% 31 22%
Convicted (any charge) 147 60% 113 78%

Description: Year-to-year trend in outcomes (i.e., Proceeded to Trial; Discharge In Lieu of
Court-Martial; Dismissed) of court-martial proceedings involving sexual assault charges.

Source: DSAID

Implication: Pertains to holding alleged offenders appropriately accountable.

Notes: This figure only includes courts-martial in which the action was completed in FY16.
Cases associated with courts-martial preferral but pending trial are not included in this graph.
Additionally, DoD could not classify 2 cases as penetrating or sexual contact crimes, because
the crime charged was attempted sexual assault. Percentages may not sum to 100 percent due

to rounding.

Figure S - Non-Metric 2: Completed Sexual Assault Court-Martial Outcomes by Crime Charged, FY16

o Subjects charged with sexual assault crimes at court-martial can also be charged with other misconduct

in addition to sexual assault offenses.
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Non-Metric 3: Time Interval from Report of Sexual Assault to Court

Outcome

As illustrated in Figure T, the average (mean) and median length of time from the date a victim
reported a sexual assault to the date that court-martial proceedings concluded was 290 days
(9.5 months) and 275 days (9.0 months), respectively. A variety of factors, such as the
complexity of the allegation, the need for laboratory analysis of the evidence, the quantity and
type of legal proceedings, and the availability of counsel and judges may affect the interval of
time between a report of sexual assault and the conclusion of a court-martial. That
notwithstanding, knowledge of the average amount of time between a report and the end of a
court-martial is useful because it improves the transparency of the military justice process and
helps to inform victims about what to expect.
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Non-Metric 3: Time Interval from Report to Court Outcome

Average: 269

Average: 290
Average: 272
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Description: Length of time from the date a victim signs a DD 2910 to the date that a sentence is
imposed or the accused is acquitted.
Source: Start = DSAID DD Form 2910 date, End = DSAID/ Offices of the Judge Advocates General
(OTJAG) Report of Trial.
Implication: Provides transparency into justice process and sets expectations on justice process length.
Note: The median is a “midpoint” for a set of numbers; it is the value for which half are above and half are
below. Unlike an average, the median is less influenced by outliers in a set of numbers.

Figure T - Non-Metric 3: Time Interval from Report to Court Outcome, FY14 — FY16
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Non-Metric 4: Time Interval from Report of Sexual Assault to Nonjudicial
Punishment Outcome

In FY16, the average and median length of time from the date a victim signs a DD 2910 to the
date that the NJP process is concluded (e.g. punishment imposed or NJP not rendered) was
135 days (4.4 months) and 111 days (3.6 months), respectively (Figure U). Similar to non-metric
3, a variety of factors influence the interval of time between a report of sexual assault and the
conclusion of a NJP. However, knowledge of the average amount of time between a report and
the end of NJP proceedings improves the transparency of the NJP process and helps to set
appropriate expectations.

Non-Metric 4: Time Interval from Report to Nonjudicial
Punishment Outcome
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Description: Length of time from the date a victim signs a DD 2910 to the date that nonjudicial
punishment (NJP) process is concluded (e.g. punishment awarded or NJP not rendered).

Source: Start = DSAID DD Form 2910 date, End = DSAID/ Offices of the Judge Advocates General
(OTJAG) NJP Form or Command Action Form.

Implication: Provides transparency into justice process and sets expectations on justice process length.
Note: The median is a “midpoint” for a set of numbers; it is the value for which half are above and half are
below. Unlike an average, the median is less influenced by outliers in a set of numbers.

Figure U - Non-Metric 4: Time Interval from Report to Nonjudicial Punishment Outcome, FY14 — FY16
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Non-Metric 5: Time Interval from Report of Investigation to Judge Advocate
Recommendation

As illustrated in Figure V, the average and median length of time from the date a report of
investigation was provided to command until the date a judge advocate made a disposition
recommendation to the commander of the accused was 30 days and 0 days, respectively. A
zero value indicates that the legal recommendation was made before the closure of the
investigation. As for non-metrics 3 and 4, there is no expected or set time for this to occur.

Non-Metric 5: Time Interval from Report of

Investigation to Judge Advocate Recommendation
40
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15 - -

10 +

Median: O Median: O Median: O

Days from Report to Judge
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Description: Length of time from the date an report of investigation (ROI) is handed out to the date the
Judge Advocate provides a prosecution/non-prosecution recommendation. A zero value indicates that the
legal recommendation was made before the closure of the investigation.

Source: Service military justice data.

Implication: Shows responsiveness of legal support to command and may be an indicator of legal officer
resourcing.

Note: The median is a “midpoint” for a set of numbers; it is the value for which half are above and half are
below. Unlike an average, the median is less influenced by outliers in a set of numbers.

Figure V - Non-Metric 5: Time Interval from Report of Investigation to Judge Advocate Recommendation,
FY14 - FY16
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Unrestricted Reports

FY16 UNRESTRICTED REPORTS OF SEXUAL ASSAULTS IN THE MILITARY

A. FY16 REPORTS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT (rape, sexual assault, aggravated sexual

contact, abusive sexual contact, forcible sodomy, and attempts to commit these

offenses) BY or AGAINST Service Members.

Note: The data on this page is raw, uninvestigated information about allegations

received during FY16. These Reports may not be fully investigated by the end of the
fiscal year.
This data is drawn from Defense Sexual Assault Database (DSAID) based on Service
affiliation of the Sexual Assault Response Coordinator (SARC) who currently
manages the Victim case.

# FY16 Unrestricted Reports (one Victim per report)

FY16 Totals

4499

The total number of Unrestricted
Reports, 4,591, is the sum of 4,499
(in this section) and the number of
Restricted Reports from prior fiscal
years converted to Unrestricted this
year (92, in the Restricted Report
section). Converted Restricted
Reports from the current fiscal year
are already included in the 4,591
Unrestricted Reports shown here.

converted this year)

# Service Member Victims 3720
# Non-Service Member Victims in allegations against Service Member Subject 739
# Relevant Data Not Available 40
# Unrestricted Reports in the following categories 4499
# Service Member on Service Member 2232
# Service Member on Non-Service Member 739
# Non-Service Member on Service Member 157|
# Unidentified Subject on Service Member 785
# Relevant Data Not Available 586/
# Unrestricted Reports of sexual assault occurring 4499
# On military installation 2425
# Off military installation 1760
# Unidentified location 314
# Victim in Unrestricted Reports Referred for Investigation 4499
# Victims in investigations initiated during FY16 4258
# Victims with Investigations pending completion at end of 30-SEP-2016 1143]
# Victims with Completed Investigations at end of 30-SEP-2016 3115]
# Victims with Investigative Data Forthcoming 56
# Victims where investigation could not be opened by DoD or Civilian Law 185
Enforcement
# Victims - Alleged perpetrator not subject to the UCMJ 49
# Victims - Crime was beyond statute of limitations 5
# Victims - Unrestricted Reports for Matters Occurring Prior to Military Service 38
# Victims - Other 93|
# All Restricted Reports received in FY16 (one Victim per report) 1995
# Converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report* (report made this year and 214

# Restricted Reports Remaining Restricted at end of FY16

B. DETAILS OF UNRESTRICTED REPORTS FOR FY16

1581

FY16 Totals

FY16 Totals for Service Member Victim
Cases

Length of time between sexual assault and Unrestricted Report
# Reports made within 3 days of sexual assault 1366 1121
# Reports made within 4 to 10 days after sexual assault 519 404
# Reports made within 11 to 30 days after sexual assault 452 373]
# Reports made within 31 to 365 days after sexual assault 1274 1038
# Reports made longer than 365 days after sexual assault 711 609
# Relevant Data Not Available 177, 175
Time of sexual assault 4499 3720
# Midnight to 6 am 1864 1512
# 6 am to 6 pm 990 833
# 6 pm to midnight 1268 1029
# Unknown 157 143
# Relevant Data Not Available 220 203]
Day of sexual assault 4499 3720
# Sunday 672 540
# Monday 498 413
# Tuesday 492] 406
# Wednesday 464 397
# Thursday 502 413]
# Friday 796 665
# Saturday 884 697
# Relevant Data Not Available 191] 189
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Unrestricted Reports (continued)

C. UNRESTRICTED REPORTS OF SEX Male on Female on Female on Unknownon  Unknownon Multiple Mixed Relevant Data
ASSAULTS BY OR AGAINST SERVICE Female Male on Male Male Female Male Female  Gender Assault Not Available
MEMBERS (VICTIM AND SUBJECT
GENDER)

# Service Member on Service Member

# Service Member on Non-Service Member
# Non-Service Member on Service Member
# Unidentified Subject on Service Member
# Relevant Data Not Available

FY16 Totals

FY16 UNRESTRICTED REPORTS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT BY MATTER INVESTIGATED TYPE (May not reflect what crimes can be charged upon completion of investigation)
UNRESTRICTED REPORTS MADE IN FY16 Contact Offenses
D. UNRESTRICTED REPORTS OF SEXUAL
ASSAULTS BY OR AGAINST SERVICE ‘Wrongful Indecent Attempts to
MEMBERS (MOST SERIOUS CRIME R Aggravated  Sexual Assault Forcible Aggravated  Abusive Sexual g o il f— fEarea
ALLEGED, AS CATEGORIZED BY THE (Art. 120)
MILITARY CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIVE
ORGANIZATION)
D1.
# Service Member on Service Member
# Service Member on Non-Service Member
# Non-Service Member on Service Member

# Unidentified Subject on Service Member
# Relevant Data Not Available

Offense Code

Sexual Assault  (After Jun12) Sodomy  Sexual Contact  Contact oo que s e e Data Not FY16 Totals

(Art. 120) (Pre-FY08) (Art. 80)

(Oct07-Jun12)  (Art. 120) (Art. 125) (Art. 120) (Art.120) Available

TOTAL Service Member Victims in FY16
Reports

# Service Member Victims: Female

# Service Member Victims: Male

# Relevant Data Not Available

D3. Time of sexual assault

# Midnight to 6 am
# 6 am to 6 pm
# 6 pm to midnight

# Unknown
# Relevant Data Not Available 9

D4. Day of sexual assault
# Sunday
# Monday
# Tuesday
# Wednesday
# Thursday
# Friday

# Saturday
# Relevant Data Not Available
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Unrestricted Reports (continued)

E. SUMMARY OF UNRESTRICTED REPORTS WITH INVESTIGATIONS

E1. Subjects in Unrestricted Reports Made to DoD with Investigation Initiated During FY16.
Note: This data is drawn from DSAID based on Service affiliation of the SARC who currently manages the
Victim case associated with the investigation and Subject below.

# Investigations Initiated during FY16 3994
# Investigations Completed as of FY16 End (group by MCIO #) 2583
# Investigations Pending Completion as of FY16 End (group by MCIO #) 1411

# Subjects in investigations Initiated During FY16 4425
# Service Member Subjects investigated by CID 1433
# Service Member Subjects investigated by NCIS 971
# Service Member Subjects investigated by AFOSI 521
# Non-Service Member Subjects in Service Investigations

Note: Non-Service Member Subjects are drawn from all CID, NCIS and AFOSI investigations involving a Victim 144

Supported by DoD.

# Unidentified Subjects in Service Investigations
Note: Unidentified Subjects are drawn from all CID, NCIS and AFOSI investigations involving a Victim 936
Supported by DoD.

# Service Member Subjects investigated by Civilian or Foreign Law Enforcement

Note: Service Member Subjects are drawn from Civilian or Foreign Law Enforcement investigations involving a 18

Victim Supported by DoD.

# Non-Service Member Subjects in Civilian or Foreign Law Enforcement Investigations involving a Victim 38

Supported by DoD
# Unidentified Subjects in Civilian or Foreign Law Enforcement Investigations involving a Victim Supported 28

by DoD
# Subject or Investigation Relevant Data Not Available 336

E2. Service Investigations Completed during FY16

Note: The following data is drawn from DSAID and describes criminal investigations completed during the
FY16. These investigations may have been initiated during the FY16 or any prior FY.

# Total Investigations completed by Services during FY16 (Group by MCIO Case Number) 3990
# Of these investigations with more than one Victim 233
# Of these investigations with more than one Subject 289
# Of these investigations with more than one Victim and more than one Subject 17

# Subjects in investigations completed during FY16 involving a Victim Supported by DoD 4429
# Service Member Subjects investigated by CID 1594
# Service Member Subjects investigated by NCIS 1052
# Service Member Subjects investigated by AFOSI 521
# Non-Service Member Subjects in completed Service Investigations involving a Victim Supported by DoD 151
# Unidentified Subjects in completed Service Investigations involving a Victim Supported by DoD 925
# Subject Relevant Data Not Available 186

# Victims in investigations completed during FY16, Supported by DoD 4347
# Service Member Victims in CID investigations 1568
# Service Member Victims in NCIS investigations 1364
# Service Member Victims in AFOSI investigations 567
# Non-Service Member Victims in completed Service Investigations, Supported by DoD 814
# Victim Relevant Data Not Available 34
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Unrestricted Reports (continued)

E3. Subjects and Victims in Investigations Completed by US Civilian and Foreign Agencies during FY15. Note:

This data is entered by a Service SARC for cases supported by that Service.

# Total Investigations completed by US Civilian and Foreign Law Enforcement during FY16 (Group by MCIO

Case Number) >4
# Of these investigations with more than one Victim 4
# Of these investigations with more than one Subject 4
# Of these investigations with more than one Victim and more than one Subject 4

# Subjects in investigations completed during FY16 involving a Victim Supported by DoD 62
# Service Member Subjects investigated by Civilian and Foreign Law Enforcement 12
# Non-Service Member Subjects in Civilian and Foreign Law Enforcement Investigations involving a Victim 26

Supported by DoD
# Unidentified Subjects in Civilian and Foreign Law Enforcement Investigations involving a Victim Supported 20

by DoD
# Subject Relevant Data Not Available 4

# Victims in investigations completed during FY16, Supported by DoD 62
# Service Member Victims in Civilian and Foreign Law Enforcement investigations 52
# Non-Service Member Victims in Civilian and Foreign Law Enforcement Investigations in a case Supported by 10

DoD
# Victim Relevant Data Not Available 0

E4.Subjects and Victims in Investigations Completed by Military Police/Security Forces/Master At
Arms/Marine Corps CID (MPs) during FY16 (all organizations regardless of name are abbreviated below as
"MPs")

Note: This data is entered by a Service SARC for cases supported by that Service. Note: As of 1 Jan 2013, all
sexual assault investigations are referred to MCIO for investigation. This section captures remaining Subjects
from investigations opened in prior years by Military Police/Security Forces/Master At Arms/Marine Corps CID.

# Total Investigations completed by MPs during FY16 (Group by MCIO Case Number)

# Of these investigations with more than one Victim

# Of these investigations with more than one Subject

# Of these investigations with more than one Victim and more than one Subject

# Subjects in MP investigations completed during FY16 involving a Victim Supported by DoD

# Service Member Subjects investigated by MPs

# Non-Service Member Subjects in MPs involving a Victim Supported by DoD

# Unidentified Subjects in MPs involving a Victim Supported by DoD

# Subject Relevant Data Not Available

# Victims in MP investigations completed during FY16, Supported by DoD

# Service Member Victims in MP investigations

# Non-Service Member Victims in MP Investigations, Supported by DoD

# Victim Relevant Data Not Available
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Victims in Investigation Completed in
Y16

Unrestricted Reports (continued)

Victim Data From Investigations completed during FY16

Penetrating Offenses Contact Offenses
F. DEMOGRAPHICS ON VICTIMS IN
e v
(NS ERE EELIED DI Aggravated  Sexual Assault  Forcible e | S| . e (InclEeamis AUEMPIS O e co Code
(Investigation Completed within the Rape Sexual Contact Assault Commit -
. N . . Sexual Assault ~ (After Jun12) Sodomy  Sexual Contact  Contact ; Data Not FY16 Totals

reporting period. These investigations (At 120) o 7 um12) - (Art, 120) (Art, 125) (Art. 120) (Art120)  (Oct07-duni2) - (Art. 134) Offenses Available

may have been opened in current or prior . . . (Art. 120) (Pre-FY08) (Art. 80)

Fiscal Years)

F1. Gender of Victims 13|

[# Male 81] 8| 158} 13 20 457] 5| 1 14

# Female 727 22 1086 6 67, 1411] 8 11] 78]

[# Unknown 8 o] 3 o] 1 12) o] o] o]

F2. Age of Victims 816 30| 1247 19| 88| 1880 13| 12| 92|

[#0-15 13' 1 1 2 o] 4 o] 2 o]

# 16-19 207| 8| 293] 5| 27| 444 4] 2) 17]

# 20-24 345} 11] 583} 8| 33| 768} 6| 5| 43}

# 25-34 138} 4 216} 2 20 406 2 2 25|

# 35-49 25 1 43} o] 1 117 1 o] 1

# 50-64 3 o] 2 o] o] 12) o] o] o]

# 65 and older 3 1 7 o] o] 8 o] o] o]

[# Unknown 81] 4 102 2 7 121 o] 1 6|

Type 816| 30| 1247 19| 88| 1880 13| 12| 92|

# Service Member 576 28] 977 16 75 1589 13 9 76)

# DoD Civilian 3| o] 11] o] 1 23 o] o] 1

# DoD Contractor 2 o] 3 o] 1 11] o] o] o]

# Other US Government Civilian o] o] 2 o] 1 2 o] o] 1

# US Civilian 216 2 242 3| 8| 211 o] 3| 14

# Foreign National 11] o] 6 o] 1 22) o] o] o]

# Foreign Military o] o] 1 o] o] 5| o] o] o]

[# Unknown B of 5| of 1] 17| of of of

F4. Grade of Service Member Victims 576 28| 977 16| 75| 1589 13| 9 76|

[# E1-E4 438} 13] 814} 14 56 1241] 10 3| 53

# E5-E9 101 11] 114} 2 15 248] 1 4 16

[# Wo1-Wo5 1 o] 1 o] 1 4 o] 1 o]

# 01-03 28] 4 17] o] 2 58 1 1 6

# 04-010 5| o] 7 o] 1 1 o] o]

# Cadet/Midshipman 3| o] 24 o] o] o] o] 1

# Academy Prep School Student o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o]

[# Unknown o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o]

F5. Service of Service Member Victims 576 28| 977 16| 75| 13| 9 76|

[# Arm 224) 17] 404 4 15 10 6| 4

LAY, 10

[# Ny 156 1 258] 7 33 1 2 35

[ Ravy

[# Marines 86) o] 136} 3| 17] 2 o] 10

# Air Force 109 10 179 2 10 o] 1 27

# Coast Guard of of o] o] o] o] o] o] o] 1
[# Unknown 1] of of of of of of of of 1]
F6. Status of Service Member Victims 576) 28 977 16/ 75 13| 9 76| 192] 3551
# Active Du 539) 2] 906 16) 72| 9] 8| 75 177 3245
| Active Duty |
[# Reserve (Activated) 30) 2 43} o] 3| 4 1 o] 8| 190}
# National Guard (Activated - Title 10) 4 o] 4 o] o] o] o] o] 2 68
# Cadet/Midshipman 3| o] 24 o] o] o] o] 1 5| 46}
# Academy Prep School Student of of of of o] o] o] o] o] 2
[# Unknown 0] o] o] ol ol o] o) o) o) [0
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G. DEMOGRAPHICS ON SUBJECTS IN
INVESTIGATIONS COMPLETED IN FY16
(Investigation Completed within the
reporting period. These investigations
may have been opened in current or prior
Fiscal Years)

Unrestricted Report (continued)

Subject Data From Investigations completed during FY16

Page 6 of 25

# Relevant Data Not Available 3| 3]

Penetrating Offenses Contact Offenses
Aggravated  Sexual Assault  Forcible e | S| e Oileteliis AUEMPIS 0 (e co Code
Rape Sexual Contact Assault Commit .
(Art 120y | Sexual Assault  (after Jun12) Sodomy  Sexual Contact  Contact " Je oz ilE (CRC o Data Not FY16 Totals
(Oct07-Jun12)  (Art. 120) (Art. 125) (Art. 120) (Art.120) s ) i) o 65 Available

G1. Gender of Subjects
[# Male
# Female 1_5I 3 31] 1 3 103 1 o)
[# Unknown 172) 15[ 228 o} 7 194 1 2
# Relevant Data Not Available 14| 1] 25| 1] of 12| of of

G2. Age of Subjects 915] 50 1282] 24 zg| 173_I 15[ 10|
[#0-15 28] 6 60| of 1 73] 1 of
# 16-19 60) 2) 81| 2) s| 147] of of
# 20-24 301 15| 496] 4| 26] 42' 8 o
# 25-34 218 9 324) 3 24] 510) 3 4
# 35-49 53] 2 75| 2 8 302 1 1
# 50-64 6 of 3 of 1 35| 1 of
# 65 and older 16) 2 19) 1 of 19) of of
[# Unknown 22| 1 1-2| 3 7 15| of of
# Relevant Data Not Available 211] 13| 212] 9 10) 142) 1 5|
G3. Subject Type 915] 50 1282] 24 82 1740) 15[ 10|
[# Service Member 598 27| 949) 8 62| 1414] 13 5|

# Drill Instructors/Drill Sergeants of of of of of of of of 0|

# Recruiters of of of of of 1 of of 1
[# DoD Civilian 4 of 3 of of 18] of of 27|
[# DoD Contractor 4 of of of of -9| of of 14)
# Other US Government Civilian of of of of of 2[ of of 2
# Us Civilian 32| 1 23] 4 3| 20] of of 106}
# Foreign National 3 of 3 of 1 14] of of 23
# Foreign Military of of 1 of of 4| of o] 5|
[# Unknown 260) 21] 278 11] 14] 237 2 5| 958}
# Relevant Data Not Available 14] 1 25| 1 2 22) of of 72)
G4. Grade of Service Member Subjects 598] 27 94j 8| 62 1417' 13| 5| 3179|
# E1-E4 ﬁ' 5| 612} 5| 33| 70§I 6) of 17%
[# E5-E9 12' 8 277 3 26) 584 4 5| 1137
[# W01-w05 6| of 6| of of of of of 21|
# 01-03 16| 13 2_5| of 3 69] o o
[# 04-010 9 1 8 of of 42) 2 o]
# Cadet/Midshipman 3| o] 18] o] o] 5| 1 o)
# Academy Prep School Student of of of of of of o] o]
[# Unknown 1 of of of of of o] o]
# Relevant Data Not Available of of 3 of of of o] o]
G5. Service of Service Member Subjects 598] 27 949 8| 62| 1414] 13| 5
[# Army 274 18] 439 5| 12) 832) 10 4
[# Nay 126] of 218 of 21] 251] 1 1
# Marines 110) of 119 1 20) 123 2 o]
# Air Force 87| 9 171] 2 9 208 o] o]
# Coast Guard 1 of of of of of of of
[# Unknown of of of of of of o] o]
# Relevant Data Not Available of of 2 of of of of of 2
G6. Status of Service Member Subjects 598] 27 943| 8| 62| 1414] 13| 5| 3179)
# Active Dug{ 560 2_6' 891 8 57, 1271 10} 4 53] 41 2921
# Reserve (Activated) 31] 1 3_3I of 5| 88| 2 of 2 3 165
# National Guard (Activated - Title 10) 4| of 4 of of 50) of 1 of of 59)
# Cadet/Midshipman 3| 0] 1_3I of of 5| 1 of 3 1 3]
# Academy Prep School Student 0] of of of of of of of o] o] 0
# Unknown 0| 0| of 0| 0| 0| 0| 0) 0) 0| of

of of of of of of of of of




Unrestricted Reports (continued)

H. FINAL DISPOSITIONS FOR SUBJECTS IN COMPLETED
FY16 INVESTIGATIONS

FY16
Totals

# Subjects in Unrestricted Reports that could not be
investigated by DoD or Civilian Law Enforcement
Note: These Subjects are from Unrestricted Reports
referred to MCIOs or other law enforcement for
investigation during FY16, but the agency could not open
an investigation based on the reasons below.

# Subjects - Not subject to the UCMJ

# Subjects - Crime was beyond statute of limitations
# Subjects - Matter alleged occurred prior to Victim's Military
Service

# Subjects - Other

# Subjects in investigations completed in FY16
Note: These are Subjects from Tablb, Cells B29, B59, B77.

H1. ASSOCIATED VICTIM DATA FOR COMPLETED FY16
INVESTIGATIONS

# Victims in investigations completed in FY16

FY16
Totals

# Service Member Subjects in investigations opened and
completed in FY16

# Total Subjects Outside DoD Prosecutive Authority

# Service Member Victims in investigations opened and
completed in FY16

# Service Member Victims in substantiated Unknown Offender
# Unknown Offenders Reports
# Service Member Victims in remaining Unknown Offender Reports 115
# Service Member Victims in substantiated Civilian/Foreign National 73
# US Civilians or Foreign National Subjects not subject to the Subject Reports
UcmJ # Service Member Victims in remaining Civilian/Foreign National 22
Subject Reports
# Service Member Victims in substantiated reports against a
# Service Members Prosecuted by a Civilian or Foreign Authority o Service Member who is being Prosecuted by a Civilian or Foreign 1
Authority -
# Service Member Victims in substantiated reports with a deceased 2
or deserted Subject
# Subjects who died or deserted - — — -
# Service Member Victims in remaining reports with a deceased or 2
deserted Subject
# Total Command Action Precluded or Declined for Sexual
Assault
# Service Member Subjects where Victim declined to participate # Service Member Victims who declined to participate in the 110
/n_the military justice action military justice action
# Service Member Subjects whose investigations had insufficient # Service Member Victims in investigations having insufficient 323
evidence to prosecute evidence to prosecute
# Service Member Subjects whose cases involved expired statute # Service Member Victims whose cases involved expired statute of 16
of limitations limitations
# Service Member Subjects with allegations that were unfounded # Service Member Victims whose allegations were unfounded by 51
by Command Command.
# Service Member Subjects with Victims who died before # Service Member Victims who died before completion of the 0
completion of military justice action. military justice action
# Subjects disposition data not yet available # Serv_ic_e REHECIRCIIS ir_1vo|ved ) (PRI Wi Sl 2127
disposition data not yet available
# Subjects for whom Command Action was completed as of
30-SEP-2016
# FY16 Service Member Subjects where evidence supported # FY16 Service Member Victims in cases where evidence 084
Command Action supported Command Action
= G (Wamlier Syfiisis: CourisYEriE Grame FeEms 399 #_ Serwce_Member Victims involved with Courts-Martial preferrals 311
against Subject
# Service Member Subjects: Nonjudicial punishments (Article 15 197 # Service Member Victims involved with Nonjudicial punishments 211
UCMJ) (Article 15) against Subject
# Service Member Subjects: Administrative discharges 54 .# SERTE Mgmber V'.C“ms Tl wlidh CSTTRISHEE 46
discharges against Subject
# Service Member Subjects: Other adverse administrative actions 95 # Serwce. Membe_r WIS Melives) with) Qs eElTSHERE 83
actions against Subject
# Service Member Subjects: Courts-Martial charge preferred for 42 # Service Member Victims involved with Courts-Martial preferrals 35
non-sexual assault offense for non-sexual assault offenses
# Service Member Subjects: Non-judicial punishment for non- 201 # Service Member Victims involved with Nonjudicial punishment 185
sexual assault offense for non-sexual assault offenses
# Service Member Subjects: Administrative discharges for non- 60 # Service Member Victims involved with administrative discharges 59
sexual assault offense for non-SA offense
# Service Member Subjects: Other adverse administrative actions 65 # Service Member Victims involved with Other administrative 54
for non-sexual assault offense actions for non-SA offense

* Restricted Reports that convert to Unrestricted Reports are counted with the total number of Unrestricted Reports.

Page 7 of 25




Unrestricted Reports (continued)

I. COURTS-MARTIAL ADJUDICATIONS A OMES (Sexual Assault e). This section reports

outcomes of Courts-Martial for sexual assault es completed during FY16

FY16 Totals

# Total Subjects with Courts-Martial Charge Preferred for a Sexual Assault Charge Pending Court

J. NONJUDICIAL PUNISHMENTS IMPOSED (Sexual Assault Charge). This section reports the outcomes of
nonjudicial punishments for sexual assault crimes completed during FY16

Completion L
# Subjects whose Courts-Martial action was NOT completed by the end of FY16 172]
# Subjects whose Courts-Martial was completed by the end of FY16 619

# Subjects whose Courts-Martial was dismissed 97
# Subjects in Charges dismissed subsequent to recommendation by Art. 32 hearing officer 31
# Subjects in Charges dismissed subsequent to recommendation by Art. 32 hearing officer followed by Art. 15 9

punishment
# Subjects in Charges dismissed subsequent to recommendation by Art. 32 hearing officer followed by Art. 15 acquittal 0
# Subjects in Charges dismissed for any other reason prior to Courts-Martial 38
# Subjects in Charges dismissed for any other reason prior to Courts-Martial followed by Art. 15 punishment 18
# Subjects in Charges dismissed for any other reason prior to Courts-Martial followed by Art. 15 acquittal 1

# Subjects who resigned or were discharged in lieu of Courts-Martial 133]
# Officer Subjects who were allowed to resign in lieu of Courts-Martial 6
# Enlisted Subjects who were discharged in lieu of Courts-Martial 127

# Subjects with Courts-Martial charges proceeding to trial on a sexual assault charge 389
# Subjects Acquitted of Charges 128
# Subjects Convicted of Any Charge at Trial 261]
# Subjects with unknown punishment 0|
# Subjects with no punishment 4
# Subjects with pending punishment 0]
# Subjects with Punishment 257
# Subjects receiving confinement 196
# Subjects receiving reductions in rank 217
# Subjects receiving fines or forfeitures 157
# Subjects receiving a punitive discharge (Dishonorable, Bad Conduct, or Dismissal) 167
# Subjects receiving restriction or some limitation on freedom 21
# Subjects receiving extra duty 0]
# Subjects receiving hard labor 16]
# Subjects to be processed for administrative discharge or separation subsequent to sexual assault conviction 46

# Subjects receiving UOTHC administrative discharge 32]
# Subjects receiving General administrative discharge 13|
# Subjects receiving Honorable administrative discharge 0
# Subjects receiving Uncharacterized administrative discharge 1]
# Convicted Subjects with a conviction under a UCMJ Article that requires Sex Offender Registration 133]

FY16 Totals

# Total Subjects with Nonjudicial Punishment (Article 15) for a Sexual Assault Charge in FY16 272
# Subjects whose nonjudicial punishment action was not completed by the end of FY16 33|
# Subjects whose nonjudicial punishment action was completed by the end of FY16 239
# Subjects whose nonjudicial punishment was dismissed 40
# Subjects administered nonjudicial punishment 199
# Subjects with unknown punishment 0
# Subjects with no punishment 2|
# Subjects with pending punishment 0
# Subjects with Punishment 197
# Subjects receiving correctional custody 2|
# Subjects receiving reductions in rank 143]
# Subjects receiving fines or forfeitures 149
# Subjects receiving restriction or some limitation on freedom 95)
# Subjects receiving extra duty 120
# Subjects receiving hard labor 0
# Subjects receiving a reprimand 79
# Subjects processed for an administrative discharge or separation subsequent to nonjudicial punishment on a sexual 80
assault charge
# Subjects who received NJP followed by UOTHC administrative discharge 23|
# Subjects who received NJP followed by General administrative discharge 44
# Subjects who received NJP followed by Honorable administrative discharge 3|

# Subjects who received NJP followed by Uncharacterized administrative discharge

K. OTHER ACTIONS TAKEN. This section reports other disciplinary action taken for Subjects who were investigated for
sexual assault. It combines outcomes for Subjects in these categories listed in Sections D and E above.

# Subjects whose administrative discharge or other separation action was not completed by the end of FY16

10]

FY16 Totals

# Subjects receiving an administrative discharge or other separation for a sexual assault offense 82
# Subjects receiving UOTHC administrative discharge 37|
# Subjects receiving General administrative discharge 35
# Subjects receiving Honorable administrative discharge 2
# Subjects receiving Uncharacterized administrative discharge 8|

# Subjects whose other adverse administrative action was not completed by the end of FY16 31

# Subjects receiving other adverse administrative action for a sexual assault offense 124
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Unrestricted Reports (continued)

L. COURTS-MARTIAL ADJUDICATIONS AND OUTCOMES (Non-sexual assault offense). This section reports the

outcomes of Courts-Martials for Subjects who were investigated for sexual assault, but upon review of the evidence
FY16 Totals

there was only probable cause for a non-sexual assault offense. It combines outcomes for Subjects in this category
listed in Sections D and E above.

# Total Subjects with Courts-Martial Charge Preferred for a non-sexual assault offense in FY16 67
# Subjects whose Courts-Martial action was NOT completed by the end of FY16 6
# Subjects whose Courts-Martial was completed by the end of FY16 61

# Subjects whose Courts-Martial was dismissed 7
# Subjects in Charges dismissed subsequent to recommendation by Art. 32 hearing officer 0
# Subjects in Charges dismissed subsequent to recommendation by Art. 32 hearing officer followed by Art. 15 0

punishment
# Subjects in Charges dismissed subsequent to recommendation by Art. 32 hearing officer followed by Art. 15 0

acquittal
# Subjects in Charges dismissed for any other reason prior to Courts-Martial 3
# Subjects in Charges dismissed for any other reason prior to Courts-Martial followed by Art. 15 punishment 4
# Subjects in Charges dismissed for any other reason prior to Courts-Martial followed by Art. 15 acquittal 0

# Subjects who resigned or were discharged in lieu of Courts-Martial for a non-sexual assault offense 9
# Officer Subjects who were officers that where allowed to resign in lieu of Courts-Martial 0
# Enlisted Subjects who were discharged in lieu of Courts-Martial 9|

# Subjects with Courts-Martial charges proceeding to trial on a non-sexual assault offense 45
# Subjects Acquitted of Charges 1]

# Subjects Convicted of Any Non-Sexual Assault Charge at Trial 44
# Subjects with unknown punishment 0
# Subjects with no punishment 1]
# Subjects with pending punishment 0
# Subjects with Punishment 43
# Subjects receiving confinement 33
# Subjects receiving reductions in rank 38
# Subjects receiving fines or forfeitures 19
# Subjects receiving a punitive discharge (Dishonorable, Bad Conduct, or Dismissal) 15|
# Subjects receiving restriction or some limitation on freedom 3
# Subjects receiving extra duty 0
# Subjects receiving hard labor 0
# Subjects processed for an administrative discharge or separation subseguent to conviction at trial 12|

# Subjects receiving UOTHC administrative discharge 7
# Subjects receiving General administrative discharge 5
# Subjects receiving Honorable administrative discharge 0)
# Subjects receiving Uncharacterized administrative discharge 0|

M. NONJUDICIAL PUNISHMENTS IMPOSED (Non-Sexual Assault Charge). This section reports the outcomes of
nonjudicial punishments for Subjects who were investigated for sexual assault, but upon review of the evidence there
was only probable cause for a non-sexual assault offense. It combines outcomes for Subjects in this category listed in
Sections D and E above.

FY16 Totals

# Total Subjects with Nonjudicial Punishment (Article 15) for a non-sexual assault offense in FY16
# Subjects whose nonjudicial punishment action was not completed by the end of FY16 15]
# Subjects whose nonjudicial punishment action was completed by the end of FY16 269
# Subjects whose nonjudicial punishment was dismissed 14]
# Subjects administered nonjudicial punishment for a non-sexual assault offense 255
# Subjects with unknown punishment 1]
# Subjects with no punishment 0
# Subjects with pending punishment 0
# Subjects with Punishment 254
# Subjects receiving correctional custody 4
# Subjects receiving reductions in rank 176
# Subjects receiving fines or forfeitures 180
# Subjects receiving restriction or some limitation on freedom 134
# Subjects receiving extra duty 141
# Subjects receiving hard labor 1]
# Subjects receiving a reprimand 76
# Subjects receiving an administrative discharge subsequent to nonjudicial punishment on a non-sexual assault charge 48]
# Subjects who received NJP followed by UOTHC administrative discharge 9
# Subjects who received NJP followed by General administrative discharge 33
# Subjects who received NJP followed by Honorable administrative discharge 4
# Subjects who received NJP followed by Uncharacterized administrative discharge 2

N. OTHER ACTIONS TAKEN (Non-sexual assault offense). This section reports other disciplinary action taken for
Subjects who were investigated for sexual assault, but upon review of the evidence there was only probable cause fora FY16 Totals
non-sexual assault offense. It combines outcomes for Subjects in these categories listed in Sections D and E above.

# Subjects whose administrative discharge or other separation action was not completed by the end of FY16

# Subjects receiving an administrative discharge or other separation for a non-sexual assault offense 80
# Subjects receiving UOTHC administrative discharge 19|
# Subjects receiving General administrative discharge 45|
# Subjects receiving Honorable administrative discharge 4]
# Subjects receiving Uncharacterized administrative discharge 12|

# Subjects whose other adverse administrative action was not completed by the end of FY16 5]

# Subjects receiving other adverse administrative action for a non-sexual assault offense 89
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Restricted Reports

DoD
FY16 RESTRICTED REPORTS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT

A. FY16 RESTRICTED REPORTS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT

FY16 Totals

# TOTAL Victims initially making Restricted Reports 1995
# Service Member Victims making Restricted Reports 1920
# Non-Service Member Victims making Restricted Report involving a Service Member Subject 50|
# Relevant Data Not Available 25|

# Total Victims who reported and converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report in the FY16* 414
# Service Member Victims who converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report in FY16 382
# Non-Service Member Victims who converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report in FY16 11
# Relevant Data Not Available 21

# Total Victim reports remaining Restricted 1581
# Service Member Victim reports remaining Restricted 1538
# Non-Service Member Victim reports remaining Restricted 39
# Relevant Data Not Available 4

# Remaining Restricted Reports involving Service Members in the following categories 1581
# Service Member on Service Member 720
# Non-Service Member on Service Member 407
# Service Member on Non-Service Member (entitled to a RR by DoD Policy) 39
# Unidentified Subject on Service Member 345
# Relevant Data Not Available 70

B. INCIDENT DETAILS FY16 Totals

C. RESTRICTED REPORTING - VICTIM SERVICE AFFILIATION

# Reported sexual assaults occurring 1581,
# On military installation 484
# Off military installation 763
# Unidentified location 206
# Relevant Data Not Available 128

Length of time between sexual assault and Restricted Report 1581
# Reports made within 3 days of sexual assault 335
# Reports made within 4 to 10 days after sexual assault 120
# Reports made within 11 to 30 days after sexual assault 113
# Reports made within 31 to 365 days after sexual assault 217
# Reports made longer than 365 days after sexual assault 367
# Relevant Data Not Available 429

Time of sexual assault incident 1581
# Midnight to 6 am 414
# 6 am to 6 pm 178
# 6 pm to midnight 553
# Unknown 376
# Relevant Data Not Available 59

Day of sexual assault incident 1581
# Sunday 178
# Monday 141
# Tuesday 130
# Wednesday 112
# Thursday 122
# Friday 200
# Saturday 312
# Relevant Data Not Available 386

FY16 Totals

# Service Member Victims 1538,
# Army Victims 485
# Navy Victims 355
# Marines Victims 303
# Air Force Victims 392
# Coast Guard Victims 1
# Relevant Data Not Available 2
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Restricted Reports (continued)

D. DEMOGRAPHICS FOR FY16 RESTRICTED REPORTS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT FY16 Totals

Gender of Victims 1581
# Male 312
# Female 1266
# Relevant Data Not Available 3

Age of Victims at the Time of Incident 1581
# 0-15 182
# 16-19 359
# 20-24 616
# 25-34 307
# 35-49 68
# 50-64 4
# 65 and older 0
# Relevant Data Not Available 45|

Grade of Service Member Victims 1538
# E1-E4 1094,
# E5-E9 292
# WO1-WO05 3|
# 01-03 80
# 04-010 35
# Cadet/Midshipman 32
# Academy Prep School Student 2
# Relevant Data Not Available 0

Status of Service Member Victims 1538
# Active Duty 1398
# Reserve (Activated) 76|
# National Guard (Activated - Title 10) 30|
# Cadet/Midshipman/Prep School Student 32
# Academy Prep School Student 2
# Relevant Data Not Available 0

Victim Type 1581
# Service Member 1538

# Non-Service Member
# Relevant Data Not Available
E. RESTRICTED REPORTING FOR A SEXUAL ASSAULT THAT OCCURRED PRIOR TO JOINING SERVICE FY16 Totals
# Service Member Victims making a Restricted Report for Incidents Occurring Prior to Military Service 356
# Service Member Making A Restricted Report for an Incident that Occurred Prior to Age 18 234
# Service Member Making a Restricted Report for an Incident that Occurred After Age 18 106
# Service Member Choosing Not to Specify 16
# Relevant Data Not Available 0

F. RESTRICTED REPORTS CONVERSION DATA (DSAID USE ONLY) FY16 Totals

G. TOTAL VICTIMS WHO REPORTED IN PRIOR YEARS AND CONVERTED FROM RESTRICTED REPORT TO
UNRESTRICTED REPORT IN THE FY16

Total Victims who reported in prior years and converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report in

Mean # of Days Taken to Change to Unrestricted 25.46
Standard Deviation of the Mean For Days Taken to Change to Unrestricted 41.63
Mode # of Days Taken to Change to Unrestricted 1

FY16 Totals

* The Restricted Reports are reports that converted to Unrestricted Reports are counted in the total num

Unrestricted Reports listed in Worksheet 1a, Section A.

Page 11 of 25

the FY16 92
# Service Member Victims who converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report in FY16 92
# Non-Service Member Victims who converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report in FY16 0
# Relevant Data Not Available 0




Support Services

DoD FY16 SUPPORT SERVICES FOR VICTIMS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT

NOTE: Totals of referrals and military protective orders are for all activities during the reporting period, regardless of
when the sexual assault report was made.

A. SUPPORT SERVICE REFERRALS TO SERVICE MEMBERS VICTIMS FROM UNRESTRICTED REPORTS:

# Support service referrals for Victims in the following categories

# MILITARY Resources (Referred by DoD) 9957
# Medical 1033
# Mental Health 1819
# Legal 1956

# Victim Advocate/Uniformed Victim Advocate 2812,

# DoD Safe Helpline 676

# Other 524

# CIVILIAN Resources (Referred by DoD) 556/

# Medical 54

# Mental Health 138

# Legal 11]

# Chaplain/Spiritual Support 7|

# Rape Crisis Center 135

# Victim Advocate 125

# Other 86

# Cases where SAFEs were conducted 436
# Cases where SAFE kits or other needed supplies were not available at time of Victim's exam 4
# Military Victims making an Unrestricted Report for an incident that occurred prior to military service 200

B. FY16 MILITARY PROTECTIVE ORDERS (MPO)* AND EXPEDITED TRANSFERS - UNRESTRICTED
REPORTS

# Military Protective Orders issued during FY16

# Reported MPO Violations in FY16

# Reported MPO Violations by Subjects

# Reported MPO Violations by Victims of sexual assault

# Reported MPO Violations by Both 0
*In accordance with DoD Policy, Military Protective Orders are only issued in Unrestricted Reports. A Restricted Report cannot be made

when there s a safety risk for the Victim. Use the following categories or add a new categor FY16 TOTALS
# Unit/Duty expedited transfer requests by Service Member Victims of sexual assault Total Number Denied
# Unit/Duty expedited transfer requests by Service Member Victims Denied 3|Reasons for Disapproval (Total) 13
# Installation expedited transfer requests by Service Member Victims of sexual assault 684] Moved Alleged Offender Instead 0
# Installation expedited transfer requests by Service Member Victims Denied Pre-existing Transfer Order Used Instead 0
The Expedited Transfer Request was
initially denied by the victim's squadron
commander because the victim
wanted to remain at her current location, but be
C. SUPPORT SERVICE REFERRALS FOR MILITARY VICTIMS IN RESTRICTED REPORTS placed into a different 1
Squadron. Wing Commander made a final
decision to have the airman placed in
a different ization and sq (with her
approval)
# Support service referrals for Victims in the following categories Victim Pending Separation 1]
# MILITARY Resources (Referred by DoD) 4339 The alleged sexual assault was unfounded 1]
# Medical 498\ Pending administrative separation 2
4 Mental Health 943 Active Reservist transferred to Individual Ready 1
Reserve.
# Legal 569| PCA approved in lieu of PCS 2
# Chaplain/Spiritual Support 631 Modiified existing orders 1]
measures in place
# Victim Advocate/Uniformed Victim Advocate 1125 Command took other action to improve victim's 2
safety
Insufficient information for the command to
# DoD Safe Helpline 347 make a determination on the case to support the 1
ET request would be in
the SM's best interest
# Other 226|Pending separation from Navy 2
# CIVILIAN Resources (Referred by DoD) 286 Latency qfreparl and concern for timing with 1
recent misconauct
# Medical 37|Not a credible report 3|
# Mental Health 66
# Legal 3]
# Chaplain/Spiritual Support 6|
# Rape Crisis Center 99|
# Victim Advocate 45)
# Other 30,
# Cases where SAFEs were conducted 173
# Cases where SAFE kits or other needed supplies were not available at time of Victim's exam 0

Page 12 of 25



Support Services (continued)

CIVILIAN DATA

D. UNRESTRICTED REPORTS FROM NON-SERVICE MEMBERS (e.g., DOD CIVILIANS, DEPENDENTS,

FY16 Totals

CONTRACTORS, ETC) THAT DO NOT INVOLVE A SERVICE MEMBER

D1. # Non-Service Members in the following categories:

# Non-Service Member on Non-Service Member

# Unidentified Subject or Undisclosed Affiliation on Non-Service Member

# Relevant Data Not Available

D5. # Support service referrals for Non-Service Members in the following categories

D2. Gender of Non-Service Members 542,
# Male 23
# Female 433]
# Relevant Data Not Available 86

D3. Age of Non-Service Members at the Time of Incident 542,
# 0-15 6|
# 16-19 30]
# 20-24 76|
# 25-34 64]
# 35-49 37|
# 50-64 12
# 65 and older 4
# Relevant Data Not Available 313]

D4. Non-Service Member Type 542
# DoD Civilian 64}
# DoD Contractor 11
# Other US Government Civilian 6]
# US Civilian 344]
# Foreign National 15]
# Foreign Military -OI
# Relevant Data Not Available 102

# MILITARY Resources EReferred by DoD) 642
# Medical 87|
# Mental Health 108
# Legal 118
# Chaplain/Spiritual Support 76

# Other

# Victim Advocate/Uniformed Victim Advocate 162
# DoD Satfe Helpline 59|
# Other 32
| CIVILIAN Resources (Referred by DoD) 190
# Medical 13|
# Mental Health 47
# Legal 16|
# Chaplain/Spiritual Support 8|
# Rape Crisis Center 41
# Victim Advocate 37

# Cases where SAFEs were conducted

# Cases where SAFE kits or other needed supplies were not available at time of Victim's exam
E. FY16 RESTRICTED REPORTS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT FROM NON-SERVICE MEMBERS
E1. # Non-Service Member Victims making Restricted Report

# Non-Service Member Victims who converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report in FY16 7|
# Non-Service Member Victim reports remaining Restricted 133
# Restricted Reports from Non-Service Member Victims in the following categories: 133

# Non-Service Member on Non-Service Member Ssnt\tled t0 a RR bz DoD Pohcy) 38|

# Unidentified Subject or Undisclosed Affiliation on Non-Service Member 42)

# Relevant Data Not Available 53
E2. Gender of Non-Service Member Victims 133'

# Male 8|

# Female 82|

# Relevant Data Not Available 43
E3. Age of Non-Service Member Victims at the Time of Incident 133

# 0-15 4

# 16-19 25

# 20-24 Ad

# 25-34 46|

# 35-49 7|

# 50-64 0

# 65 and older 0)

# Relevant Data Not Available 2|

# Relevant Data Not Available
ES. # Support service referrals for Non-Service Member Victims in the following categories
# MILITARY Resources

# Medical 36
# Mental Health 44
# Legal 33
# Chaplain/Spiritual Support 33

# Other

# Victim Advocate/Uniformed Victim Advocate 43
# DoD Safe Helpline 16]
# Other 10]
| CIVILIAN Resources (Referred by DoD) 41
# Medical 4
# Mental Health 13|
# Legal 1)
# Chaplain/Spiritual Support 1)
# Rape Crisis Center 14
# Victim Advocate 5|

# Cases where SAFEs were conducted

# Cases where SAFE Kits or other needed supplies were not available at time of Victim's exam

Page 13 of 25




Unrestricted Reports in Combat Areas of Interest

DoD COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST
FY16 UNRESTRICTED REPORTS OF SEXUAL ASSAULTS IN THE MILITARY
Note: These Reports are a subset of the FY16 Reports of Sexual Assault.

A. FY16 REPORTS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT IN COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST (rape,

sexual assault, aggravated sexual contact, abusive sexual contact, forcible sodomy,

and attempts to commit these offenses) BY or AGAINST Service Members.

Note: The data on this page is raw, uninvestigated information about allegations

received during FY16. These Reports may not be fully investigated by the end of the FY16 Totals
fiscal year.

This data is drawn from Defense Sexual Assault Database (DSAID) based on Service

affiliation of the Sexual Assault Response Coordinator (SARC) who currently

manages the Victim case.

# FY16 Unrestricted Reports (one Victim per report) 73
# Service Member Victims 71
# Non-Service Member Victims in allegations against Service Member Subject 2
# Relevant Data Not Available 0|

# Unrestricted Reports in the following categories 73
# Service Member on Service Member 43
# Service Member on Non-Service Member 2|
# Non-Service Member on Service Member 2|
# Unidentified Subject on Service Member 13
# Relevant Data Not Available 13]

# Unrestricted Reports of sexual assault occurring 73
# On military installation 57|
# Off military installation 15
# Unidentified location 1]

# Victim in Unrestricted Reports Referred for Investigation 73
# Victims in investigations initiated during FY16 68

# Victims with Investigations pending completion at end of 30-SEP-2016 14]
# Victims with Completed Investigations at end of 30-SEP-2016 54
# Victims with Investigative Data Forthcoming 2
# Victims where investigation could not be opened by DoD or Civilian Law 3
Enforcement
# Victims - Alleged perpetrator not subject to the UCMJ 0
# Victims - Crime was beyond statute of limitations (o)
# Victims - Unrestricted Reports for Matters Occurring Prior to Military Service 0
# Victims - Other 3|

# All Restricted Reports in Combat Areas of Interest received in FY16 (one Victim 65

per report)

# Converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report* (report made this year and 13
converted this year)
# Restricted Reports Remaining Restricted at end of FY16 52

FY16 Totals for
B. DETAILS OF UNRESTRICTED REPORTS IN COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST FOR Service
FY16 Totals .
FY16 Member Victim

Cases

Length of time between sexual assault and Unrestricted Report 73
# Reports made within 3 days of sexual assault 15 15
# Reports made within 4 to 10 days after sexual assault 6] 5|
# Reports made within 11 to 30 days after sexual assault 5 5
# Reports made within 31 to 365 days after sexual assault 26) 26|
# Reports made longer than 365 days after sexual assault 18 17
# Relevant Data Not Available 3| 3
Time of sexual assault 73 71
# Midnight to 6 am 40 38
# 6 am to 6 pm 15 15|
# 6 pm to midnight 15] 15|
# Unknown 0| 0
# Relevant Data Not Available 3| 3
Day of sexual assault 73 71
# Sunday 9| 9|
# Monday 13 13
# Tuesday 8| 8
# Wednesday 4] 4
# Thursday 6| 6|
# Friday 16 16
# Saturday 14] 12|
# Relevant Data Not Available 3| 3|
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Unrestricted Reports in Combat Areas of Interest (continued)

Relevant Data
Not Available

Unknown on
Female

Unknown on
Male

Female on
Female

C. REPORTED SEXUAL ASSAULTS IN L Male on Male Fe"\‘}aa'lzm‘

COMBAT AREA OF INTEREST INVOLVING el
SERVICE MEMBERS BY OR AGAINST

SERVICE MEMBERS (VICTIM AND SUBJECT

GENDER)

Multiple Mixed

=
Gender Assault AT

# Service Member on Service Member

# Service Member on Non-Service Member
# Non-Service Member on Service Member
# Unidentified Subject on Service Member
# Relevant Data Not Available

FY16 UNRESTRICTED REPORTS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT BY MATTER INVESTIGATED TYPE (May not reflect what crimes can be charged upon completion of investigation)

Contact Offenses

UNRESTRICTED REPORTS MADE IN FY16 Penetrating Offenses

D. REPORTED SEXUAL ASSAULTS IN
COMBAT AREA OF INTEREST INVOLVING
SERVICE MEMBERS BY OR AGAINST . Aggravated  Sexual Assault Forcible Aggravated  Abusive Sexual
SERVICE MEMBERS (MOST SERIOUS (Art. 120y  Sexual Assault  (After Juni2) Sodomy  Sexual Contact  Contact
CRIME ALLEGED, AS CATEGORIZED BY THE . (Oct07-Jun12)  (Art. 120) (Art. 125) (Art. 120) (Art.120)
MILITARY CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIVE
ORGANIZATION)

D1

Wrongful Indecent Attempts to
Sexual Contact  Assault Commit
(Oct07-Jun12)  (Art. 134) Offenses

(Art. 120) (Pre-FY08) (Art. 80)

Offense Code
Data Not
Available

FY16 Totals

# Service Member on Service Member

# Service Member on Non-Service Member

# Unidentified Subject on Service Member

3
0
# Non-Service Member on Service Member 0
5
3

# Relevant Data Not Available

[TOTAL Service Member Victims in FY16

1 0, 2| 0 3 1 7|
0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2|
1 1 0 1 2) 0 1 0 2) 13
0 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 5) 13

[Reports 11 1 16| 0 2| 31 0 2| 1 7 71
# Service Member Victims: Female 8 1 13| 0 1 2_2I 0 1 1 6 53]
# Service Member Victims: Male 3 0 3 0 1 9 0 1 0 1 18]
# Relevant Data Not Available 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0]
D3. Time of sexual assault 11 1 16, 0 2| 32 0 3 1 7, 73
# Midnight to 6 am 9 1 10] 0 0 17] 0 3 0 0 40
# 6 am to 6 pm 1 0 3 0 2) 5 0 0 1 3| 15
# 6 pm to midnight 1 0 3 0 0 10] 0 0 0 1 15]
# Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0]
# Relevant Data Not Available 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
D4. Day of sexual assault 11 1 16) 0 2| 32| 0, 3 1 7, 73
# Sunday 1 0 2) 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 9
# Monday 2) 1 3 0 0 5) 0 1 0 1 13]
# Tuesday 1 0 4 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 8
# Wednesday 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 4
# Thursday 2 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 6
# Friday 2) 0 5 0 0 6 0 1 0 2) 16
# Saturday 2 0 1 0 0 8 0 1 1 1 17'
# Relevant Data Not Available 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3|
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Combat Areas of Interest (continued)

COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST - LOCATION OF UNRESTRICTED REPORTS BY TYPE OFFENSE

FY16 COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST

LOCATIONS OF UNRESTRICTED

REPORTS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT.

Note: The data in this section is Indecent Attempts to

Aggravated  Sexual Assault Forcible Aggravated  Abusive Sexual Wrongful " Offense Code

( : Sexual Assault (After Jun12) ~ Sodomy  Sexual Contact  Contact  Sexual Contact . SSout commit Data Not FY16 Totals
information about Unrestricted (Art.120) o7 -un12) - (Art. 120) (Art. 125) (Art. 120) (Art120) (Art. 134) Offenses e

Reports received during FY16. . . . - (0ct07-3unl2)  (pre Fyog) (Art. 80)

These Reports may not be fully (Art. 120)

investigated by the end of the fiscal

drawn from raw, uninvestigated Rape

TOTAL UNRESTRICTED REPORTS

elelolols ]y

o
5

ololelolololole]ololv]e]olo]e | ]

ololalole]vlololo]o

Mlolololololololololololololo]olo]e |-
Slololololololololololololololololo]o
NMlclololololololololol-]ololo]olo]]n
Slololololololololololololololololo]o
Mlololololololololololololwlo]ololo]w
Mlolololololelolololololololo]ololo]
Blclol-lololelololololo]elolo]o]elw]|~y
o

TOTAL UNRESTRICTED REPORTS

Page 16 of 25



Unrestricted Reports in Combat Areas of Interest (continued)

E. SUMMARY OF UNRESTRICTED REPORTS WITH INVESTIGATIONS IN COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST

E1l. Subjects in Unrestricted Reports Made to DoD with Investigation Initiated During FY16.
Note: This data is drawn from DSAID based on Service affiliation of the SARC who currently manages the
Victim case associated with the investigation and Subject below.

FY16
Totals

# Investigations Initiated during FY16 66
# Investigations Completed as of FY16 End (group by MCIO #) 45
# Investigations Pending Completion as of FY16 End (group by MCIO #) 21

# Subjects in investigations Initiated During FY16 71
# Service Member Subjects investigated by CID 25
# Service Member Subjects investigated by NCIS 8
# Service Member Subjects investigated by AFOSI 9
# Non-Service Member Subjects in Service Investigations

Note: Non-Service Member Subjects are drawn from all CID, NCIS and AFOSI investigations involving a Victim 2

Supported by DoD.

# Unidentified Subjects in Service Investigations
Note: Unidentified Subjects are drawn from all CID, NCIS and AFOSI investigations involving a Victim 19
Supported by DoD.

# Service Member Subjects investigated by Civilian or Foreign Law Enforcement

Note: Service Member Subjects are drawn from Civilian or Foreign Law Enforcement investigations involving a 0

Victim Supported by DoD.

# Non-Service Member Subjects in Civilian or Foreign Law Enforcement Investigations involving a Victim 0

Supported by DoD
# Unidentified Subjects in Civilian or Foreign Law Enforcement Investigations involving a Victim Supported 0

by DoD
# Subject or Investigation Relevant Data Not Available 8

E2. Service Investigations Completed during FY16 in Combat Areas of Interest

Note: The following data is drawn from DSAID and describes criminal investigations completed during the
FY16. These investigations may have been initiated during the FY16 or any prior FY.

# Total Investigations completed by Services during FY16 (Group by MCIO Case Number) 69
# Of these investigations with more than one Victim 4
# Of these investigations with more than one Subject 5
# Of these investigations with more than one Victim and more than one Subject 0

# Subjects in investigations completed during FY16 involving a Victim Supported by DoD 76
# Service Member Subjects investigated by CID 30
# Service Member Subjects investigated by NCIS 15
# Service Member Subjects investigated by AFOSI 8
# Non-Service Member Subjects in completed Service Investigations involving a Victim Supported by DoD 3
# Unidentified Subjects in completed Service Investigations involving a Victim Supported by DoD 18
# Subject Relevant Data Not Available 2

# Victims in investigations completed during FY16, Supported by DoD 74
# Service Member Victims in CID investigations 39
# Service Member Victims in NCIS investigations 23
# Service Member Victims in AFOSI investigations 9
# Non-Service Member Victims in completed Service Investigations, Supported by DoD 3
# Victim Relevant Data Not Available 0
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Unrestricted Reports in Combat Areas of Interest (continued)

E3. Subjects and Victims in Investigations Completed by US Civilian and Foreign Agencies during FY16.

Note: This data is entered by a Service SARC for cases supported by that Service.

# Total Investigations completed by US Civilian and Foreign Law Enforcement during FY16 (Group by MCIO

E4. Subjects and Victims in Investigations Completed by Military Police/Security Forces/Master At
Arms/Marine Corps CID (MPs) during FY16 (all organizations regardless of name are abbreviated below as
"MPs™)

Note: This data is entered by a Service SARC for cases supported by that Service. Note: As of 1 Jan 2013, all
sexual assault investigations are referred to MCIO for investigation. This section captures remaining Subjects
from investigations opened in prior years by Military Police/Security Forces/Master At Arms/Marine Corps CID.

# Total Investigations completed by MPs during FY16 (Group by MCIO Case Number)

Case Number) 0
# Of these investigations with more than one Victim 0
# Of these investigations with more than one Subject 0
# Of these investigations with more than one Victim and more than one Subject 0

# Subjects in investigations completed during FY16 involving a Victim Supported by DoD 0
# Service Member Subjects investigated by Civilian and Foreign Law Enforcement 0
# Non-Service Member Subjects in Civilian and Foreign Law Enforcement Investigations involving a Victim 0

Supported by DoD
# Unidentified Subjects in Civilian and Foreign Law Enforcement Investigations involving a Victim Supported 0

by DoD
# Subject Relevant Data Not Available 0

# Victims in investigations completed during FY16, Supported by DoD 0
# Service Member Victims in Civilian and Foreign Law Enforcement investigations 0
# Non-Service Member Victims in Civilian and Foreign Law Enforcement Investigations in a case Supported by 0

DoD
# Victim Relevant Data Not Available 0

# Of these investigations with more than one Victim

# Of these investigations with more than one Subject

# Of these investigations with more than one Victim and more than one Subject

# Subjects in MP investigations completed during FY16 involving a Victim Supported by DoD

# Service Member Subjects investigated by MPs

# Non-Service Member Subjects in MPs invoIving a Victim Supported by DoD

# Unidentified Subjects in MPs involving a Victim Supported by DoD

# Subject Relevant Data Not Available

# Victims in MP investigations completed during FY16, Supported by DoD

# Service Member Victims in MP investigations

# Non-Service Member Victims in MP Investigations, Supported by DoD

# Victim Relevant Data Not Available

[«] [«] [=] [=] [=] [=] [=] [=] [=] [=] [=] [=]} [=]
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Victims in Investigation Completed in
FY16 in Combat Areas of Interest

F. DEMOGRAPHICS ON VICTIMS IN

(Investigation Completed within the
reporting period. These investigations
may have been opened in current or prior
Fiscal Years)

F1. Gender of Victims

Rape
(Art. 120)

Aggravated
Sexual Assault
(Oct07-Jun12)

Unrestricted Reports in Combat Areas of Interest (continued)

Sexual Assault
(After Jun12)
(Art. 120)

Forcible Aggravated

Sodomy  Sexual Contact

(Art. 125) (Art. 120)

Abusive Sexual
Contact
(Art.120)

Wrongful
Sexual Contact
(Oct07-Jun12)

(Art. 120)

Indecent
Assault
(Art. 134)
(Pre-FY08)

Attempts to
Commit
Offenses
(Art. 80)

Offense Code
Data Not
Available

FY16 Totals

11] 2] 0] 2] 1) 2] 2] 0]
# Male 2| 0l 4 0l 1] 8| 1] 1] 1] 0 18
# Female 9 2) 12 0] 1] 30} 0l 1] 1] 0l 56
# Unknown 0 0l 0 0 0 0l 0] 0] 0] 0] 0l
F2. Age of Vi S 11] 2] 16) 0] 2] 38| 1) 2] 2] 0| 74
# 0-15 0| 0l 0 0 0l 0 0] 0] 0] 0] 0
# 16-19 2| 0l 4 0l 0l 3| 0l 0] 0] 0] 9)
# 20-24 5| 1] 8| 0 1] 20 1] 0] 1] 0] 37,
# 25-34 4 0] 3| 0] 1] 9) 0] 2| 1] 0] 20)
# 35-49 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 4 0) 0] 0] 0] 4
# 50-64 0] 0] 0) 0) 0] 1] 0) 0] 0] 0) 1]
# 65 and older 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0
# Unknown 0] 1] 1] 0] 0] 1] 0] 0] 0] 0) 3]
Type 11 2] 16 0] 2] 38 1) 2] 2] 0] 74
# Service Member 11 2| lj 0] 2| 36 1] 1] 2| 0) 71
# DoD Civilian 0] 0) 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0) 0] 0] 0l
# DoD Contractor 0] 0) 0] 0) 0) 1] 0) 0] 0] 0] 1]
# Other US Government Civilian 0) 0] 0] 0] 0) 0) 0) 0] 0] 0] 0l
[# US Civilian 0] 0) 0] 0] 0] 0) 0) 1] 0] 0] 1]
# Foreign National 0] 0) 0] 0) 0] 1] 0] 0] 0] 0) 1]
# Foreign Military 0] 0) 0) 0] 0] 0) 0] 0) 0] 0] 0l
# Unknown 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0l
F4. Grade of Service Member Victims 11 2] 16 0] 2] 36 1) 1) 2] 0| 71
# E1-E4 6 1 1j 0) 1] 23 0) 0) 1] 0] 42|
|# ES-E9 4 1] 3] 0] 1] 10} 1] 1] 0) 0) 21
[# WO1-WO5 0] 0) 0] 0) 0) 1] 0) 0] 0) 0) 1]
[# 01-03 1] 0] 2| 0) 0) 0] 0) 0] 1] 0] 4
[# 04-010 0| 0| 1] 0) 0] 1] 0] 0) 0] 0] 2|
[# Cadet/Midshipman 0] 0] 0] 0) 0] 0] 0) 0) 0) 0) 0)
# Academy Prep School Student 0) 0) 0] 0] 0) 1] 0] 0) 0) 0] 1]
# Unknown 0] 0] 0) 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0)
F5. Service of Service Member Victims 11] 2] 16) 0| 2] 36 1) 1) 2] 0] 71
[# Army. 7 2) 5 0| 1] 22 1] 1] 0] 0) Cﬂ
[# Na 3| 0] 5) 0) 0) 10} 0) 0) 1] 0) 19
[# Marines 0| 0) 1] 0) 1] 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 2]
# Air Force 1 0| 5 0| 0) 4 0) 0) 1] 0) 11}
# Coast Guard 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0)
# Unknown 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0)
F6. Status of Service Member Victims 11 2 16| 0 2 36 1 1 2 [¢] 71
# Active Duty 100 2| 12) 0) 1] 24 1] 1] 2| 0) 53]
# Reserve (Activated) 0) 0) 4 0) 1] 5) 0) 0) 0) 0) 10}
|# National Guard (Activated - Title 10 1] 0) 0) 0) 0) 6) 0) 0) 0) 0) 7]
[# Cadet/Midshipman 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0)
# Academy Prep School Student 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 1] 0) 0) 0) 0) 1]
[# Unknown 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0)
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Unrestricted Reports in Combat Areas of Interest (continued)

(€ e R ES ERN SUEEEUS I Subject Data From Investigations completed during FY16

(Investigation Completed wit

reporting period. These investigations Penetrating Offenses Contact Offenses
may have been opened in current or prior

Fiscal Years)

o . Wrongful Indecent Attempts to
Aggravated ~ Sexual Assault  Forcible Aggravated  Abusive Sexual o (V0T TR Commit Offense Code

Sexual Assault ~ (After Jun12) Sodomy  Sexual Contact  Contact Data Not FY16 Totals

(Oct07-Jun12)  (Art. 134) Offenses -
(Oct07-Jun12)  (Art. 120) (Art. 125) (Art. 120) (Art.120) (Art, 120) (Pre-FYo8) (Art. 80) Available

Rape
(Art. 120)

G1. Gender of Subjects
# Male

# Female

[# Unknown

# Relevant Data Not Available
G2. Age of Subjects
# 0-15

[# 16-19

# 20-24

# 25-34

# 35-49

[# 50-64

# 65 and older

[# Unknown

# Relevant Data Not Available

G3. Subject Type
# Service Member

# Drill Instructors/Drill Sergeants
# Recruiters

# DoD Civilian

# DoD Contractor

[# Other US Government Civilian

[# US Civilian

# Foreign National

# Foreign Military

[# Unknown

# Relevant Data Not Available
G4. Grade of Service Member Subjects
# E1-E4

# E5-E9

# WO1-WO5

[# 01-03

[# 04-010

# Academy Prep School Student

[# Unknown
# Relevant Data Not Available
G5. Service of Service Member Subjects

# Army
# Na

# Marines

# Air Force

# Coast Guard

[# Unknown

# Relevant Data Not Available
G6. Status of Service Member Subjects
# Active Du

# Reserve (Activated)
# National Guard (Activated - Title 10
# Cadet/Midshipman
# Academy Prep School Student

[# Unknown
# Relevant Data Not Available

-
-

35]

=)

a5

-
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Unrestricted Reports in Combat Areas of Interest (continued)

H. FINAL DISPOSITIONS FOR SUBJECTS IN COMPLETED
FY16 INVESTIGATIONS IN COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST

# Subjects in Unrestricted Reports that could not be
investigated by DoD or Civilian Law Enforcement
Note: These Subjects are from Unrestricted Reports referred
to MCIOs or other law enforcement for investigation during
FY16, but the agency could not open an investigation based
on the reasons below.

FY16 H1. ASSOCIATED VICTIM DATA FOR COMPLETED FY16
Totals

INVESTIGATIONS IN COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST

# Subjects - Not subject to the UCMJ

# Subjects - Crime was beyond statute of limitations

# Subjects - Matter alleged occurred prior to Victim's Military
Service

# Subjects - Other

# Subjects in investigations completed in FY16
Note: These are Subjects from Tablb, Cells B29, B59, B77.

# Victims in investigations completed in FY16

FY16
Totals

# Service Member Subjects in investigations opened and
completed in FY16

# Total Subjects Outside DoD Prosecutive Authority

# Service Member Victims in investigations opened and
completed in FY16

# Service Member Victims in substantiated Unknown Offender 5
Reports
# Unknown Offenders 2
# Service Member Victims in remaining Unknown Offender Reports 0
# Service Member Victims in substantiated Civilian/Foreign National 3
- ) . . . Subject Reports
# US Civilians or Foreign National Subjects not subject to the UCMJ ) - D — —_ — - -
# Service Member Victims in remaining Civilian/Foreign National 1
Subject Reports
0|
) - ; . # Service Member Victims in substantiated reports against a Service
# Service Members Prosecuted by a Civilian or Foreign Authority Ve whie 5 (el Bresaanics) [y @ @llem 6 Eoresm Aviieiiy
# Service Member Victims in substantiated reports with a deceased or 1
deserted Subject
# Subjects who died or deserted - = — — -
# Service Member Victims in remaining reports with a deceased or 0
deserted Subject
# Total Command Action Precluded or Declined for Sexual
Assault
# Service Member Subjects where Victim declined to participate in # Service Member Victims who declined to participate in the military 1
the military justice action justice action
# Service Member Subjects whose investigations had insufficient # Service Member Victims in investigations having insufficient 3
evidence to prosecute evidence to prosecute
# Service Member Subjects whose cases involved expired statute # Service Member Victims whose cases involved expired statute of 0
of limitations limitations
# Service Member Subjects with allegations that were unfounded # Service Member Victims whose allegations were unfounded by 9
by Command Command
# Service Member Subjects with Victims who died before # Service Member Victims who died before completion of the military 0
completion of military justice action justice action
2 Sl Glasasiien Gl ey e # Serv_lc_e Member Victims |r_1vo|ved in reports with Subject 29
disposition data not yet available
# Subjects for whom Command Action was completed as of
30-SEP-2016
# FY16 Service Member Subjects where evidence supported # FY16 Service Member Victims in cases where evidence 29
Command Action supported Command Action
# Service Member Subjects: Courts-Martial charge preferred #_ Serwce_Member Victims involved with Courts-Martial preferrals 8
against Subject
# Service Member Subjects: Nonjudicial punishments (Article 15 # Service Member Victims involved with Nonjudicial punishments 9
UCMJ) (Article 15) against Subject
7 Savyies MamTer Sl Adisee CEsherss 0 #_ Serwce_Member Victims involved with Administrative discharges 0
against Subject
# Service Member Subjects: Other adverse administrative actions 2 # Serwce_ Membe_r Jicislpeledwitibticfadipislatie 2|
actions against Subject
# Service Member Subjects: Courts-Martial charge preferred for 0 # Service Member Victims involved with Courts-Martial preferrals 0
non-sexual assault offense for non-sexual assault offenses
# Service Member Subjects: Non-judicial punishment for non-sexual 2 # Service Member Victims involved with Nonjudicial punishment for 3
assault offense non-sexual assault offenses
# Service Member Subjects: Administrative discharges for non- 0 # Service Member Victims involved with administrative discharges 0
sexual assault offense for non-SA offense
# Service Member Subjects: Other adverse administrative actions 0 # Service Member Victims involved with Other administrative 0
for non-sexual assault offense actions for non-SA offense
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Restricted Reports in Combat Areas of Interest

DoD COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST (CAl)
FY16 RESTRICTED REPORTS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT

A. FY16 RESTRICTED REPORTS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT IN COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST

FY16 Totals

# TOTAL Victims initially making Restricted Reports 65
# Service Member Victims making Restricted Reports 63|
# Non-Service Member Victims making Restricted Report involving a Service Member Subject 1
# Relevant Data Not Available 1

# Total Victims who reported and converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report in the FY16* 13
# Service Member Victims who converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report in FY16 13
# Non-Service Member Victims who converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report in FY16 0
# Relevant Data Not Available 0

# Total Victim reports remaining Restricted 52
# Service Member Victim reports remaining Restricted 50
# Non-Service Member Victim reports remaining Restricted 1
# Relevant Data Not Available 1

# Remaining Restricted Reports involving Service Members in the following categories 52
# Service Member on Service Member 30
# Non-Service Member on Service Member 9
# Service Member on Non-Service Member (entitled to a RR by DoD Policy) 1
# Unidentified Subject on Service Member 11
# Relevant Data Not Available 1

B. INCIDENT DETAILS IN COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST FY16 Totals

# Reported sexual assaults occurring 52
# On military installation 44
# Off military installation 8
# Unidentified location 0
# Relevant Data Not Available 0

Length of time between sexual assault and Restricted Report 52
# Reports made within 3 days of sexual assault 4
# Reports made within 4 to 10 days after sexual assault 1
# Reports made within 11 to 30 days after sexual assault 3
# Reports made within 31 to 365 days after sexual assault 5
# Reports made longer than 365 days after sexual assault 24
# Relevant Data Not Available 15

Time of sexual assault incident 52
# Midnight to 6 am 13
# 6 am to 6 pm 7
# 6 pm to midnight 22
# Unknown 9
# Relevant Data Not Available

Day of sexual assault incident 52
# Sunday 2
# Monday 7
# Tuesday 8
# Wednesday 6
# Thursday 8
# Friday 10
# Saturday 2
# Relevant Data Not Available 9

C. RESTRICTED REPORTING - VICTIM SERVICE AFFILIATION IN COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST FY16 Totals

# Service Member Victims 50
# Army Victims 31
# Navy Victims 6
# Marines Victims 0
# Air Force Victims 13
# Coast Guard Victims 0
# Relevant Data Not Available 0
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Restricted Reports in Combat Areas of Interest (continued)

D. DEMOGRAPHICS FOR FY16 RESTRICTED REPORT

SSAULT IN COMBAT ARE

INTERES FY16 Totals
Gender of Victims 52
# Male 7
# Female 45]
# Relevant Data Not Available 0
Age of Victims at the Time of Incident 52
# 0-15 0
# 16-19 3
# 20-24 17
# 25-34 22
# 35-49 9
# 50-64 1]
# 65 and older 0
# Relevant Data Not Available 0|
Grade of Service Member Victims 50
# E1-E4 15
# E5-E9 19
# WO1-WO5 1]
# 01-03 8
# 04-010 7
# Cadet/Midshipman 0
# Academy Prep School Student 0
# Relevant Data Not Available 0
Status of Service Member Victims 50
# Active Duty 38
# Reserve (Activated) 12
# National Guard (Activated - Title 10) 0
# Cadet/Midshipman/Prep School Student 0
# Academy Prep School Student 0
# Relevant Data Not Available 0|
Victim Type 52
# Service Member 50|

E. RESTRICTED REPORTING FOR A SEX! ASSAULT THAT OCCUR PRIOR TO JOINING SERVICE IN FY16 Totals
COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST
# Service Member Victims making a Restricted Report for Incidents Occurring Prior to Military Service &
# Service Member Making A Restricted Report for an Incident that Occurred Prior to Age 18 1]
# Service Member Making a Restricted Report for an Incident that Occurred After Age 18 2
# Service Member Choosing Not to Specify 0
# Relevant Data Not Available 0|
Mean # of Days Taken to Change to Unrestricted 25.07
Standard Deviation of the Mean For Days Taken to Change to Unrestricted 45.89
Mode # of Days Taken to Change to Unrestricted 1
G. TOTAL VICTIMS WHO REPORTED IN PRIOR YEARS AND CONVERTED FROM RESTRICTED REPORT TO FY16 Totals
UNRESTRICTED REPORT IN THE FY16 IN COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST
Total Victims who reported in prior years and converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report in 3
the FY16
# Service Member Victims who converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report in FY16 3
# Non-Service Member Victims who converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report in FY16 0
# Relevant Data Not Available 0
TOTAL RESTRICTED ASSAULTS IN COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST 52
Afghanistan 15
Bahrain 7
|Djibouti 1
Egypt 0
Iraq 15
Jordan 1
Kuwait 6|
Kyrgyzstan 0
Lebanon 0|
Oman 0
Pakistan 0|
Qatar 6
Saudi Arabia 1
Syria 0
UAE 0
Uganda 0
Yemen 0

* The Restricted Reports are reports that converted to Unrestricted Reports are counted in the total number of
Unrestricted Reports listed in Worksheet 1a, Section A.
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Support Services in Combat Areas of Interest

DoD CAIl FY16 SUPPORT SERVICES FOR VICTIMS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT
IN COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST

NOTE: Totals of referrals and military protective orders are for all activities during the reporting period, regardless of

when the sexual assault report was made.

A. SUPPORT SERVICE REFERRALS TO SERVICE MEMBERS VICTIMS FROM UNRESTRICTED REPORTS:

# Support service referrals for Victims in the following categories

# MILITARY Resources (Referred by DoD)

FY16 Totals

# Medical

# Mental Health

# Legal

# Chaplain/Spiritual Support

# Victim Advocate/Uniformed Victim Advocate

# DoD Safe Helpline

# Other

# CIVILIAN Resources (Referred by DoD)

# Medical

# Mental Health

# Legal

# Chaplain/Spiritual Support

# Rape Crisis Center

# Victim Advocate

made when there is a safety risk for the Victim.
# Unit/Duty expedited transfer requests by Service Member Victims of sexual assault

# Other 1
# Cases where SAFEs were conducted 5
# Cases where SAFE kits or other needed supplies were not available at time of Victim's exam 0
# Military Victims making an Unrestricted Report for an incident that occurred prior to military service 1
B. FY16 MILITARY PROTECTIVE ORDERS (MPO)* AND EXPEDITED TRANSFERS - UNRESTRICTED FY16
REPORTS IN COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST TOTALS
# Military Protective Orders issued during FY16 14
# Reported MPO Violations in FY16 1
# Reported MPO Violations by Subjects 1
# Reported MPO Violations by Victims of sexual assault 0
# Reported MPO Violations by Both 0

*In accordance with DoD Pol ary Protective Orders are only issued in Unrestricted Reports. A Restricted Report cannot be

# Unit/Duty expedited transfer requests by Service Member Victims Denied

# Installation expedited transfer requests by Service Member Victims of sexual assault

# Installation expedited transfer requests by Service Member Victims Denied

C. SUPPORT SERVICE REFERRALS FOR MILITARY VICTIMS IN RESTRICTED REPORTS IN COMBAT AREAS
OF INTEREST

# Support service referrals for Victims in the following categories

OJOJO -

FY16
TOTALS

# MILITARY Resources (Referred by DoD) 97

# Medical 10|

# Mental Health 31

# Legal 10

# Chaplain/Spiritual Support 11

# Victim Advocate/Uniformed Victim Advocate 22

# DoD Safe Helpline 10

# Other 3

# CIVILIAN Resources (Referred by DoD) 8

# Medical 0

# Mental Health 1

# Legal 0

# Chaplain/Spiritual Support 0

# Rape Crisis Center 5

# Victim Advocate 1

# Other 1

# Cases where SAFEs were conducted 0
# Cases where SAFE kits or other needed supplies were not available at time of Victim's exam 0
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Support Services in Combat Areas of Interest (continued)

CIVILIAN DATA

D. UNRESTRICTED REPORTS FROM NON-SERVICE MEMBERS (e.g., DOD CIVILIANS, DEPENDENTS,
CONTRACTORS, ETC) THAT DO NOT INVOLVE A SERVICE MEMBER IN COMBAT AREAS OF INTEREST

FY16 Totals

D1 # Non-Service Members in the following categories: 12|
# Non-Service Member on Non-Service Member 10)
# Unidentified Subject or Undisclosed Affiliation on Non-Service Member 0)
# Relevant Data Not Available 2|
D2. Gender of Non-Service Members 12|
# Male 3|
# Female 9)
# Relevant Data Not Available 0)
D3. Age of Non-Service Members at the Time of Incident 12|
# 0-15 0
# 16-19 0
# 20-24 0
# 25-34 2|
# 35-49 0
# 50-64 0
# 65 and older 0)
# Relevant Data Not Available 10]
D4. Non-Service Member Type 12|
# DoD Civilian 1
# DoD Contractor 1
# Other US Government Civilian 1
# US Civilian 4
# Foreign National 5|
# Foreign Military 0
# Relevant Data Not Available 0|
D5. # Support service referrals for Non-Service Members in the following categories
# MILITARY Resources EReferred by DoD) 1)
# Medical 0)
# Mental Health 0)
# Legal 0)
# Chaplain/Spiritual Support 0|
# Victim Advocate/Uniformed Victim Advocate 0)
# DoD Safe Helpline 0)
# Other 1
| CIVILIAN Resources (Referred by DoD) FJ
# Medical 0)
# Mental Health 0)
# Legal 0)
# Chaplain/Spiritual Support 0)
# Rape Crisis Center 0)
# Victim Advocate 2|
# Other
# Cases where SAFEs were conducted
# Cases where SAFE kits or other needed supplies were not available at time of Victim's exam
E. FY16 RESTRICTED REPORTS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT FROM NON-SERVICE MEMBERS IN COMBAT AREAS
OF INTEREST FY16 Totals
E1. # Non-Service Member Victims making Restricted Report 0|
# Non-Service Member Victims who converted from Restricted Report to Unrestricted Report in FY16 0
# Non-Service Member Victim reports remaining Restricted 0|
# Restricted Reports from Non-Service Member Victims in the following categories: 0|
# Non-Service Member on Non-Service Member Ssnt\tled t0 a RR bz DoD Pohcy) 0
# Unidentified Subject or Undisclosed Affiliation on Non-Service Member 0)
# Relevant Data Not Available 0)
E2. Gender of Non-Service Member Victims 0|
# Male 0)
# Female 0)
# Relevant Data Not Available 0)
E3. Age of Non-Service Member Victims at the Time of Incident 0
# 0-15 0
# 16-19 0
# 20-24 0
# 25-34 0
# 35-49 0
# 50-64 0
# 65 and older 0)
# Relevant Data Not Available 0)
E4. VICTIM Type 0|

# Non-Service Member

# Relevant Data Not Available
ES. # Support service referrals for Non-Service Member Victims in the following categories
# MILITARY Resources

# Medical

# Mental Health

# Legal

# Chaplain/Spiritual Support

# Victim Advocate/Uniformed Victim Advocate

ololololo

# DoD Safe Helpline

# Other

| CIVILIAN Resources (Referred by DoD)

# Medical

# Mental Health

# Legal

# Chaplain/Spiritual Support

# Rape Crisis Center

# Victim Advocate

# Other

ololololololololo]o

# Cases where SAFEs were conducted

# Cases where SAFE Kits or other needed supplies were not available at time of Victim's exam
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Completed vestigtions of Retlation, FY 2016
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Completed vestigtions of Retlation, FY 2016
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Appendix E: Implementation Status of
Sections of NDAA for FY16 Pertaining to

SAPR

The Department continues to make
progress implementing the sections of law of
National Defense Authorization Acts (NDAA)
for Fiscal Years (FY) 2014-2016. Most of the
legislative changes from the FY14 and FY15
NDAAs have been implemented with the
following exceptions:

FY14 NDAA:

e Section 1701: Extension of crime victim’s
rights to victims of offenses under the
Uniform Code of Military Justice. This
section has been partially implemented by
two Executive Orders, and the
Department of Defense Form 2701.

e Section 1731: Independent reviews and
assessments of Uniform Code of Military
Justice and judicial proceedings of sexual
assault cases. The Response Systems
Panel has completed their work and
submitted their final report in June 2014.
The work of the Judicial Systems Panel

is on-going.
e Section 1735: Review of the Office of
Diversity = Management and Equal

Opportunity role in sexual harassment
cases. This section requires a report and
the report remains under review.

FY15 NDAA:

e Section 542: Analysis and assessment of
the dispositions of most serious offenses
identified in Unrestricted Reports on
sexual assault in Annual Report on
Sexual Assault in the Armed Forces. This
section required each Service and/or
component to submit a report. This
section remains in progress.

e Section 545: Additional duties for Judicial
Systems Panel. This section is in
progress.

e Section 546: Defense Advisory
Committee in Investigation, Prosecution,
and defense of Sexual Assault in the
Armed Forces. This Defense Advisory
Committee was established in February
2016, and held its first meeting in January
2017. A second meeting is scheduled for
April 2017.

NDAA for FY16

The FY16 NDAA contained 15 sections of
law addressing sexual assault, with a focus
on military justice. While some have been
fully implemented, the Department continues
to make steady progress on a number of key
sections:

e Section 531: Enforcement of certain
crime victim rights by the Court of
Criminal Appeals. The rulemaking
responsibility was delegated to the Judge
Advocates General; exercise of that
rulemaking function is in- progress.

e Section 534: Timely notification to victims
of sex-related offenses of the availability
of assistance from the Special Victims’
Counsel. This section has been partially
implemented and some regulations are
pending.

e Section 541: Retention of case notes in
investigations of sex-related offenses
involving members of the Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Marine Corps.
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Appendix F: Status of Secretary of Defense

Initiatives

The Secretary of Defense directed a total of 54 initiatives since Fiscal Year (FY) 2012 to
fundamentally reformed how the military prevents, responds to, and adjudicates sexual assault.
Many of the Secretary of Defense initiatives have been codified in National Defense
Authorization Acts and are tasks in the Department of Defense Sexual Assault Prevention and
Response (SAPR) Strategic Plan. This section provides an update on the status of the three
pending Secretary of Defense Initiatives entering into FY16. The Department worked diligently
to comply with these remaining initiatives. All initiatives were completed within the FY.

Initiative

Ensure Victim’s
Rights

Improve Response
for Male Victims

Enhance First Line
Supervisor Skills and
Knowledge

Summary Completion Status

The DoD General Counsel, in coordination with the
Joint Service Committee on Military Justice, will
develop a method to incorporate the rights afforded to
victims through the Crime Victims’ Rights Act (18
United States Code 3771) into military justice practice,
to the extent appropriate.

® Complete

The Secretaries of the Military Departments, in
conjunction with the Chiefs of the Military Services
and National Guard Bureau (NGB), will report
implementation plans and methods to improve
reporting and enhance efforts to encourage male
victims to seek assistance. The Military Departments
are to solicit male victim input in the development of
these methods.

® Complete

The Chiefs of the Military Services and the NGB will
create a curriculum development plan to augment all
supervisor training to address the role of the
supervisor in unit SAPR programs. This training will
apply to all junior officers, junior enlisted supervisors,
and civilian employees that supervise military ® Complete
members. Curriculum will emphasize the importance
of engaging with subordinates on SAPR, recognizing
the signs of possible acts of retaliation, and provide
the opportunity to practice leadership skills to promote
a healthy command climate.
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Appendix G: Safe Helpline Usage and User

Satisfaction Data

The Department of Defense (DoD) Safe
Helpline supports the Department’'s Sexual
Assault Prevention and Response programs
by providing crisis intervention, support,
information and referrals to resources for
members of the DoD community who have
experienced sexual assault. The service is
confidential, anonymous, secure, and
available 24/7. The availability of an
anonymous hotline ensures that all victims
have a place to safely disclose their assault,
express concerns, and obtain information and
support.

Safe Helpline staff provide personalized
assistance and referrals to military, veteran,
and civilian service providers. Safe Helpline is
many times the first place that victims report
what happened. Often victims who are
reluctant to report will instead call Safe
Helpline to receive assistance. As such, Safe
Helpline is a key source of support for victims
who might not otherwise reach out for help
through military channels, and has the
potential to serve as point-of-entry that will
lead a greater percentage of victims to report
their assault. This summary provides an
overview of the FY 16 evaluation findings.

Website Usage and Outreach

advertising. The increased outreach brought
more awareness to Safe Helpline as an
important, unique resource that helps victims
as well as their family and friends. These
marketing efforts also contributed to a
significant increase in unique website users,
to 633,796, during FY16.

Safe Helpline Phone and Online
Sessions

The Safe Helpline website
(safehelpline.org) saw a 67 percent increase
(specifically, 54 percent for online sessions
and 76 percent for phone sessions) from
FY15to FY16. In FY16, 16,913 users (10,579
phone users and 6,334 online users)
contacted the Safe Helpline (Figure 1).

This increase may be attributed to
increased outreach efforts. Specifically, the
Safe Helpline team continued to support
individual bases and installations, with 50
events—a 14 percent increase from events
held in FY15—and increased online

The findings, based on anonymous data,
provide important information about the
needs of victims, for whom anonymity and
privacy are prominent concerns. Over half of
victims (52 percent) disclosed that they had
not yet reported to a military authority, and
one-fifth of victims had not disclosed their
assault to anyone prior to contacting Safe
Helpline. Men were more likely to make a
first-time disclosure on the SHL compared to
women, with one out of four men not having
disclosed to anyone prior to contacting Safe
Helpline. The FY16 findings demonstrate
how Safe Helpline serves as an important
bridge to victim assistance, reporting, and
recovery.

User Characteristics

Users were primarily victims contacting
Safe Helpline to discuss issues related to
sexual assault. Of the 2,331 sessions in
which an event was discussed and user-
victim relationship was disclosed, 75 percent
of users identified as victims.

In addition to victims, users included
friends, family members and intimate partners
of the victim. Allied professionals and SARCs
seeking information about services also used
Safe Helpline. Some users called on behalf of
victims to learn how they could provide
support and to help prevent re-victimization.

Appendix G: Safe Helpline Data



Figure 1: Safe Helpline Online and

While women are the most frequent users
of Safe Helpline, the available gender data
indicated that roughly one-third of phone
users (33 percent) are men.

Reporting Concerns

Users frequently contact Safe Helpline to
discuss reporting-related concerns and
connect to resources that might ultimately
lead to an official report. The helpline fulfills
victims’ needs to disclose in a safe context,
receive validation, and air their concerns
safely and securely. As such, Safe Helpline
can help to build confidence in the reporting
process for victims who are reluctant to use
military resources.

To provide a focused examination of
reporting-related concerns, analyses were
based on a sample of 1,186 users who
identified as victims of adult sexual assault.
Within this sample, the majority of cases
involved both a military-affiliated victim and
military-affiliated alleged perpetrator at the
time of the event. The session assessment
captures information about reporting-related
concerns (barriers to reporting, motivations
for reporting, and negative experiences in
reporting). Key findings are as follows:

e Roughly half (53 percent) stated that they
had not filed a report. Only 15 percent
had already filed a report to a military

Telephone User Sessions Increased 67 percent

authority, while the remaining 32 percent
of the sample did not disclose reporting
status.

e Of the 125 victims who discussed
motivations for reporting, the motivations
most frequently mentioned included: to
stop the offender from hurting others (37
percent), to punish the alleged offender
(36 percent), to stop alleged offender
from hurting the victim again (31 percent),
and to seek mental health assistance (26
percent).

Concerns of Men Who Disclose
Victimization

Safe Helpline plays a key role in the
Department’s efforts to enhance treatment
and resources for male survivors. Safe
Helpline staff receives specialized training in
working with male survivors, which covers
topics  including  social  expectations,
expectations of masculinity, and effects
specific to male survivors, and a number of
scenarios and exercises to engage the staff
member during the training.

Because Safe Helpline estimates that
one-third of phone users are men, Safe
Helpline data is positioned to inform our
understanding of concerns unique to male
victims. In civilian samples, men take longer
to disclose childhood sexual abuse because

Fiscal Year 2016



of stigma1, and recent work underscores the
role of stigma as a particularly important
barrier to reporting for men in the military.?
Indeed, the data suggest that men who visit
Safe Helpline have particularly elevated
concerns about stigma. FY16 data expanded
our understanding of men who visit Safe
Helpline in several areas:

e Men were more likely than women to
disclose their assault for the first time.
Specifically, 27 percent of male victims
(vs. 16 percent of female victims) had not
disclosed to anyone prior to contacting
Safe Helpline.

e Although multiple alleged perpetrator rape
was relatively rare overall, men were
more likely than women to discuss this
form of sexual assault (10 percent vs. 5
percent respectively).

e Men were more likely to discuss
“obtaining mental health assistance” as a
motivation for reporting. Specifically, of
the victims who discussed motivations for
reporting (31 men, 71 women), 48
percent of men noted obtaining mental
health assistance versus 18 percent of
women.

e Men are more likely to discuss self-
conscious emotions such as shame or
embarrassment relative to women (41
percent versus 32 percent respectively).

These findings demonstrate that Safe
Helpline is an important part of SAPRO’s
efforts to address the needs of men who are
survivors of sexual assault.

Safe HelpRoom

sexual assault in the military to connect with,
and support, one another. In February of
2015, Safe HelpRoom services were
expanded to allow 24/7 access. While overall
visits to the Safe HelpRoom increased after
this modification, very few sessions involved
two or more users as the service was
intended. While increased outreach efforts
are needed to increase participation among
military  survivors, the Safe HelpRoom
technology shows promise as a platform to
facilitate communication among users
including allied professionals in the field of
sexual assault.

Referrals to Military Resources

Users accepted referrals to military
resources in one-third (32 percent) of all
sessions. One in five users (20 percent)
accepted a referral to a SARC, indicating
confidence in on-base/installation resources.
Safe Helpline staff completed warm handoffs
to on-base resources in 3 percent of phone
sessions, and the majority of such sessions
were transferred to SARCs. In fewer than 1
percent of sessions, a warm handoff was
attempted but not successful.

For victims in particular, military resource
referrals were accepted in 22 percent of
sessions. Notably, one out of five victims (20
percent) stated that they had already
accessed or attempted to access military
services prior to contacting Safe Helpline.
Many victims are interested in civilian
resources as an alternative.

User Feedback

Safe HelpRoom is an anonymous,
moderated online group chat service that
allows individuals who have experienced

! Easton, S. D. (2013). Disclosures of child sexual abuse
among adult male survivors. Clinical Social Work Journal,
41(4), 344-355.

2 QO’Brien, C., Keith, J., & Shoemaker, L. (2015). Don't tell:
Military culture and male rape. Psychological Services, 12(4),
357.

User satisfaction ratings remained high
throughout FY16 even with the increase in
user volume. Average ratings were above a
4.0 on a scale of 1-5 on all domains (ease of
use, satisfaction with staffer knowledge,
likelihood to recommend Safe Helpline, and
intent to use resources provided). FY16 user
satisfaction ratings were provided for 302
phone and 484 online sessions. Notably,
Safe Helpline observed a 236 percent
increase in the number of phone users
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providing feedback, with average ratings
ranging from 4.47 (ease of use) to 4.68
(likelihood to recommend the SHL). Average
online user ratings ranged from 4.31 (ease of
use) to 4.59 (likelihood to use the resources

provided). Most users indicated that they
intended to use services recommended by
Safe Helpline, and follow up support is now
available for victims who desire additional
help in connecting to resources.

Fiscal Year 2016
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Appendix H: Sexual Harassment Data

The Department of Defense (DoD)
remains firmly committed to eliminating
sexual harassment in the Armed Forces.
Sexual harassment violates the responsibility
of DoD military and civilian personnel to treat
each other with dignity and respect. Sexual
harassment jeopardizes combat readiness
and mission accomplishment, weakens trust
within the ranks, and erodes unit cohesion.

Oversight Responsibilities

The Office of Diversity Management and
Equal Opportunity (ODMEQO) has broad
responsibility for the DoD Military Equal
Opportunity program, which includes policy
development and oversight, standardization
of training and education, data collection, and
analysis of military sexual harassment data.

Definition of Sexual Harassment

Section 548 of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year (FY) 2017
changed the sexual harassment definition by
removing sexual harassment as constituting a
form of sex discrimination and changing
“work environment” to “environment.” Thus,
Title 10, United States Code, section 1561
now defines “sexual harassment” as a form of
harassment that involves unwelcome sexual
advances, requests for sexual favors, and
other verbal or physical conduct of a sexual
nature when:

e Submission to such conduct is made
either explicitly or implicitly a term or
condition of a person's job, pay, or career,
or

e Submission to or rejection of such
conduct by a person is used as a basis
for career or employment decisions
affecting that person, or

e Such conduct has the purpose or effect of
unreasonably  interfering  with  an
individual's work performance or creates

an intimidating, offensive

environment.

hostile, or

This definition emphasizes that conduct,
to be actionable as “abusive work
environment” harassment, need not result in
concrete psychological harm to the victim, but
rather need only be so severe or pervasive
that a reasonable person would perceive, and
the victim does perceive, the work
environment as hostile or offensive.

Any person in a supervisory or command
position who uses or condones any form of
sexual behavior to control, influence, or affect
the career, pay, or job of a Service member
or DoD civilian employee is engaging in
sexual harassment. Similarly, any Service
member or DoD civilian employee who
makes deliberate or repeated unwelcome
verbal comments, non-verbal or physical
contact of a sexual nature, is also engaging
in sexual harassment.

Overall Complaint Totals

In FY16, the Military Services and the
National Guard Bureau (NGB) received and
processed 601 sexual harassment com-
plaints. Complaints are substantiated or
unsubstantiated based on the results of an
investigation or inquiry. At the close of FY16,
530 reports were resolved through an
appropriate investigation and 71 reports
remained open and pending resolution.

Substantiated sexual harassment com-
plaints are complaints containing at least one
founded allegation of sexual harassment as
documented in a report of investigation or
inquiry. Substantiated complaints comprised
62 percent (326) of the 530 complaints
resolved in FY16.

Unsubstantiated sexual harassment com-

plaints are complaints without any founded
allegations of sexual harassment as
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documented in a report of investigation or
inquiry. Thirty-eight percent (204) of the 530
alleged complaints resolved in FY16 were
unsubstantiated.

Pending sexual harassment complaints
are complaints that are still awaiting a case
resolution decision. Twelve percent (71) of
the 601 total complaints filed in FY16 were
pending resolution at the end of the FY. See
Table 1 for case disposition by Service.

Top Line Results

The Military Services and the NGB
continue to  employ  Service-specific
information management systems to collect,
store, and analyze sexual harassment
complaint information; this information is
submitted annually to the DoD for compilation
and analysis.

Complainant Characteristics

There were 365 complainants associated
with the 326  substantiated cases.
Complainants were predominantly female
(294 of 365; 81 percent). Males made up
nineteen percent (68 of 365) of complainants.
Three complaints (one percent) were filed
anonymously.

Enlisted members comprised 92 percent
of complainants (334 of 365). Officers
represent four percent of complainants (16 of
365). The pay grade category was unknown
for four percent of complainants (15 of 365).

Service members in pay grades E1-E4
account for 72 percent of all complainants
(263 of 365). The largest single grouping of
complainants by gender and pay grade was
females in pay grades E1-E4 (214 of 365; 59
percent). Additionally, enlisted males in the
pay grades of E1-E4 account for 13 percent
(49 of 365) of complainants.

Officer complainants were all female,
predominately in the grade of O1-O3 (12 of
16; 75 percent). See Table 2 for complainant
characteristics.

2

Offender Characteristics

There were 415 alleged offenders
reported for 326 substantiated complaints.
These individuals were predominantly male
(396 of 415; 95 percent). Alleged female
offenders made up five percent (19 of 415) of
all alleged offenders.

Enlisted members comprised 85 percent
of alleged offenders (353 of 415). Forty-two
percent of all identified offenders were in the
pay grade of E5-E6 (174 of 415). The largest
single grouping of alleged offenders by
gender and pay grade was males in pay
grade E5-E6 (170 of 174; 98 percent).

Officers represent seven percent of
alleged offenders (29 of 415) in which 66
percent were male in the pay grade of O1-O3
(19 of 29). One female officer alleged
offender in the pay grade of 04-O6 was
reported. Eight percent (33 of 415) of all
alleged offenders were either civilian

personnel or the employment type was
unknown. See Table 3 for alleged offender
characteristics.

Repeat alleged offenders, defined to have
more than one complaint substantiated for
sexual harassment, represent 11 percent of
all alleged offenders (47 of 415).

Duty Status and Nature of Substantiated
Incidents

Eighty-eight percent of substantiated
incidents occurred on duty (287 of 326).
Because substantiated complaints may
involve multiple allegations of sexually
harassing behavior, 475 types of allegations
were reported. The most frequently reported
allegations involved crude and/or offensive
behavior (269 of 475; 57 percent). All other
reported allegations were characterized as
unwanted sexual attention (187 of 475; 39
percent) and sexual coercion (19 of 475; 4
percent).
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Timeliness of Reporting and Investigation

DoD policy requires that, to the extent
practicable, commanders will forward sexual
harassment  complaint  information or
allegations to a general court-martial
convening authority (GCMCA) within 72
hours of receipt. Ninety-nine percent of all
complaints (576 of 578) were forwarded to
the GCMCA; 89 percent of these (514 of
578) were appropriately forwarded within 72
hours.

Accountability

Of the 415 alleged offenders, 52 alleged
offenders were pending disciplinary actions at

the close of FY16. The remaining 363
alleged offenders received 369 corrective
actions; offenders may receive more than one
type of corrective action. For example, an
alleged offender may receive a letter of
reprimand, administrative actions, and non-
judicial punishment. Out of 369 total
corrective actions, 62 percent (228 of 369)
were non-judicial punishments, 36 percent
(134 of 369) were adverse or administrative
actions (e.g., chapter discharge or letters of
reprimand) and two percent (7 of 369) were
punitive and included four courts-martial and
three discharges in lieu of courts-martial.

Table 1: FY16 Sexual Harassment Complaints by Disposition and Service

2016 Formal Substantiated = Unsubstantiated Pending Total
Complaints Complaints Complaints Complaints Complaints
DoD 54% 34% 12% 601
Army 53% 38% 9% 391
Navy 53% 25% 22% 134

Air Force 28% 61% 11% 18
Marine Corps 74% 23% 3% 25
National Guard 65% 209, 13% 23

Bureau
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Table 2: FY16 Sexual Harassment Complainants by Pay Grade

Complainants by Pay

Grade 81% 68 19%
E1-E4 214 59% 49 14%
E5-E6 50 14% 14 4%
E7-E9 5 1% 2 1%
WO1-WO5 1 <1% 0 0%
01-03 12 3% 0 0%
04-06 3 1% 0 0%
07-010 0 0% 0 0%
Other 5 1% 2 1%
Unknown 4 1% 1 <1%

Table 3: FY16 Sexual Harassment Alleged Offenders by Pay Grade and Employment

Alleged Offenders by

Pay Grade and 19 5% 396 95%
Employment

E1-E4 10 2% 83 20%
E5-E6 4 1% 170 41%
E7-E9 2 <1% 84 20%
WO1-WO5 0 0% 7 2%
01-03 0 0% 19 5%
04-06 1 <1% 2 <1%
07-010 0 0% 0 0%
Civilian Employee 1 <1% 3 1%
Contractor 0 0% 6 1%
Other 1 <1% 6 1%
Unknown 0 0% 16 4%
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Way Forward

Oversight Framework Enhancements

Recognizing the need for greater
leadership commitment and accountability to
promote, support, and enforce sexual
harassment prevention and response policies
and programs, the Department is updating its
policy and oversight framework, to include
problematic behaviors associated with social
media and/or online misconduct.
Enhancements include: clear definitions,
standardized reporting procedures, and clear
guidance for addressing incidents in joint
environments, to incorporate best practices in
prevention and training programs. Particular
emphasis will be placed on enhancing
prevention and response training and
education, and standardizing data collection
and tracking.

Training and Education

The Department continues to examine the
efficacy of current sexual harassment
prevention training and is engaged in
collaborative efforts with the Services to
emphasize sexual harassment prevention
training during accessions and Professional
Military Education, particularly for mid-tier
enlisted Service members.  Further, the
Department will continue to investigate
research opportunities to evaluate training
currently being offered across the enterprise.
This examination is expected to reveal how
the training is received by the trainees, how it
influences individual behaviors going forward,
and the policy adjustments that are needed.
The Department is developing a robust
sexual harassment prevention strategy that
will be informed by research, to address this
problematic behavior; the strategy will also
address social media and online misconduct.

December 2016
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Appendix |: Special Analysis on Social
Media

Introduction

The 2016 WGRA included a series of metrics assessing behaviors in line with a sexually hostile
work environment. The sexually hostile workplace construct includes two survey items related
to social media misuse. These items asked members about experiences where someone from
work either 1) took or shared sexually suggestive pictures or videos of them when they did not
want them to or 2) displayed, showed, or sent sexually explicit materials like pictures or videos
that made them uncomfortable, angry, or upset.

To help the Department get a general understanding of the degree in which sexual harassment
occurs through social media, the first part of this analysis examines members who indicated
experiencing either of these behaviors in the past 12 months (July 2015 through July 2016).
The second part of the analysis compares awareness of social media misuse in the military,
willingness to act to prevent sexual harassment, as well as their perceptions of sexual
harassment in the military between those who indicated experiencing these behaviors and those
who did not. The analysis also examines significant differences within Services on perceptions.
While this analysis does not cover the complete population (e.g., members who are not aware
of their pictures/videos being shared without their consent), understanding these differences
may help the Department target support efforts to those who indicated having been sexually
harassed via social media.

Summary of Findings

In 2016, 1.3% of DoD women and 0.3% of DoD men indicated that someone from work either
took or shared sexually suggestive pictures or videos of them without their consent.

Additionally, 4.0% of DoD women and 1.4% of DoD men indicated that someone from work
displayed, showed, or sent explicit materials to them that made them uncomfortable, angry or
upset. Further analysis of this population indicate those affected by the misuse were more likely
to believe there was not a formal policy regarding proper use of social media in their office.
However, when there is a social media policy in place, regardless of experiencing behaviors in-
line with social media misuse, two-thirds or more of members generally comply with the policy.

Members who experienced these behaviors were more likely to indicate they were aware of
social media misuse that targeted certain individuals and organizations in the military. Women
who experienced someone from work either taking or sharing sexually suggestive pictures or
videos of them without their consent were more likely to notify a military peer or someone in
their chain of command, while there were no differences among men suggesting that women
are more likely to come forward. Men who experienced someone sending them explicit
materials were also less likely to notify anyone in their chain of command or other high-ranking
person or group suggesting they wanted to keep this behavior to themselves rather than risk
getting in trouble.
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This analysis also shows that experiencing either of the behaviors negatively impacts a
member’s perception of sexual harassment as compared to two years ago." Lastly, results
show that members who experienced either of the behaviors are less willing to act to prevent
sexual harassment from happening to others. The following sections of this appendix provide
more details on these findings.

Sexually Hostile Workplace Behaviors Related to Social Media Use

In this first section, results on the percentage of DoD active duty members who indicated
experiencing behaviors regarding someone from work either taking or sharing sexually
suggestive pictures or videos of them and someone from work displaying or sending sexually
explicit materials are discussed. It should be noted that these results do not summarize the
entire situation in the DoD but provides a general picture. For example, some members may
not have been aware of their pictures/videos being shared with others and therefore would not
be included in this analysis.

Experience of Someone From Work Taking or Sharing Sexually Suggestive Pictures or
Videos of You

One of the sexually hostile work environment behaviors asked if members experienced
someone from work either taking or sharing sexually suggestive pictures or videos of
them when they did not want them to and it made them uncomfortable, angry, or upset. In
2016, 1.3% of DoD women and 0.3% of DoD men indicated they experienced this behavior
(Figure 1). Marine Corps (2.3%) and Navy women (1.6%) were more likely than women in the
other Services to indicate experiencing someone from work either taking or sharing
sexually suggestive pictures or videos of them, while women in the Air Force (0.5%) were
less likely. For men, Air Force men (0.2%) were less likely than men in the other Services to
indicate experiencing this behavior.

Figure 1: Experienced Someone From Work Taking or Sharing Sexually Suggestive Pictures or Videos

' On the survey, members were asked to indicate their perception of sexual harassment in the military as being better or worse than
compared to the two years prior.

2 Fiscal Year 2016



Experience of Someone From Work Displaying, Showing, or Sending Sexually Explicit
Materials Like Pictures or Videos

Another behavior asked if members experienced someone from work displaying, showing,
or sending sexually explicit materials like pictures or videos that made them
uncomfortable, angry, or upset. In 2016, 4.0% of DoD women and 1.4% of DoD men indicated
they experienced this behavior (Figure 2). Marine Corps (6.0%), Navy (5.0%), and Army
women (4.5%) were more likely than women in the other Services to indicate experiencing
someone from work displaying, showing, or sending sexually explicit materials, while
women in the Air Force (2.1%) were less likely. For men, Army (1.7%) and Navy men (1.6%)
were more likely than men in the other Services to indicate experiencing this behavior, while
Air Force men (0.7%) were less likely.

Figure 2: Experienced Someone From Work Displaying, Showing, or Sending Sexually Explicit Pictures or Videos

Social Media Use in the Military

On the 2016 WGRA, members were asked questions regarding social media use in their
workplace. Questions included whether their workplace has a formal policy on use of social
media sites and their perception of whether military members comply with such policy. They
were also asked whether they were aware of a Service member misusing social media to
ridicule, abuse, stalk, or harm other members, leadership, their Service, or the DoD. If they
were aware of misuse of social media, they were also asked to indicate whom they notified
about the misuse.

This section takes a closer look at these social media perceptions by those who did and did not
experience the behaviors where someone from work took or shared sexually suggestive
pictures or videos of the member and experiences where someone from work displayed or sent
sexually explicit materials (as discussed in the last section). Differences within Services by
gender will also be discussed when such differences exist.
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Formal Policy on Social Media Use in the Workplace

Shown in Figure 3 are percentages of DoD members who indicated their workplace has a
formal policy on use of social media by members who experienced or did not experience having
pictures/videos of them taken or shared. In 2016, DoD women who indicated pictures/videos of
them were taken/shared were less likely to indicate their workplace has a formal policy on
use of social media (42%), while women who did not experience the behavior were more likely
(55%). For DoD men, those who indicated pictures/videos of them were taken/shared were less
likely to indicate their workplace has a formal policy on use of social media (43%), while
men who did not experience the behavior were more likely (66%).

Women in the Navy who did not experience having pictures/videos of them being taken/shared
(60%) were more likely to indicate their workplace has a formal policy on use of social
media, while Navy women who did experience this behavior (39%) were less likely. Army
(65%) and Air Force (61%) men who did not experience having pictures/videos of them being
taken/shared were more likely to indicate their workplace has a formal policy on use of
social media, while Army (36%) and Air Force (36%) men who did experience this behavior
were less likely. There were no differences between Services for DoD women and DoD men.
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Figure 3: Workplace Has Formal Policy on Use of Social Media Sites by Experienced/Did Not Experience Having
Pictures/Videos of Them Taken/Shared

Of those who indicated their workplace has a formal policy on use of social media sites,
members were asked about their perception of whether their work group complies with the
policy. For DoD women, there was no impact of experiencing someone taking/sharing
pictures/videos of them on their perceptions of compliance with policy on social media
(Figure 4). However, Air Force women (88%) who experienced someone taking/sharing
pictures/videos of them were more likely than women in the other Services to indicate members
generally comply with policy on social media use. For DoD men, members who did not
experience someone taking/sharing pictures/videos of them (84%) were more likely to indicate
members generally comply with policy on social media use, while those who experienced
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someone taking/sharing pictures/videos of them (72%) were less likely. There were no
significant differences between Services for men.
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Figure 4: Members Generally Comply With Policy on Social Media Use by Experienced/Did Not Experience Having
Pictures/Videos of Them Taken/Shared

Shown in Figure 5 are percentages of DoD members who indicated their workplace has a
formal policy on use of social media by those who experienced/did not experience being
shown/sent sexually explicit materials. In 2016, DoD women who indicated they were
shown/sent sexually explicit materials were less likely to indicate their workplace has a formal
policy on use of social media (40%), while women who did not experience the behavior were
more likely (56%). For DoD men, those who indicated they were shown/sent sexually explicit
materials were less likely to indicate their workplace has a formal policy on use of social
media (45%), while men who did not experience the behavior were more likely (66%).

Women and men across all Services (except Marine Corps women) who did not experience
having pictures/videos of them being taken/shared were more likely to indicate their workplace
has a formal policy on use of social media, while those who experienced this behavior were
less likely. For DoD women, when comparing those who indicated they were shown/sent
sexually explicit materials, Air Force women (33%) who experienced this behavior were less
likely than women in the other Services to indicate their workplace has a formal policy on use
of social media. There were no significant differences between Services for men.
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Figure 5: Workplace Has Formal Policy on Use of Social Media Sites by Experienced/Did Not Experience Being
Shown/Sent Sexually Explicit Materials

Of those who indicated their workplace has a formal policy on use of social media sites,
members were asked their perception of whether their work group complies with the policy. For
DoD women, members who did not experience being shown/sent sexually explicit materials
(79%) were more likely to indicate members generally comply with policy on social media
use, while those who experienced being shown/sent sexually explicit materials (66%) were less
likely (Figure 6). For DoD men, members who did not experience someone being shown/sent
sexually explicit materials (84%) were more likely to indicate members generally comply with
policy on social media use, while those who experienced being shown/sent sexually explicit
materials (70%) were less likely.
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Figure 6: Members Generally Comply With Policy on Social Media Use by Experienced/Did Not Experience Being
Shown/Sent Sexually Explicit Materials

In summary, regardless of experiencing any unwanted gender-related behaviors, between 40%
and 66% of DoD women and men indicated their workplace had a formal policy on social media
use. In an age where social media is widely used on both work and personal devices, more
workplaces should have formal policies in place for members to abide by when using social
media.

DoD women and men who experience unwanted gender-related behaviors associated with
social media misuse were less likely to indicate their workplace has a formal policy on the use of
social media sites. These results could lead to two conclusions:

1. Those affected by misuse of social media were more likely to believe there is not a
formal policy regarding proper use of social media in their office, and/or

2. Members may think their workplace has a policy on social media use, but once
personally affected by social media misuse, realize there is not a formal policy in place.

Another interesting finding showed that when there is a social media policy in place, members
indicated everyone generally complies with the policy even if they indicated they had
experienced behaviors qualifying as social media misuse. This finding may point to this issue
not being as widespread as thought.

Awareness of Social Media Misuse in the Military

Members were asked to indicate their level of awareness of Service members misusing social
media to ridicule, abuse, stalk, or harm another military member, their chain of command, their
Service, or the DoD as a whole. This section takes a closer look at awareness of social media
misuse by those who did and did not experience the two sexually hostile workplace behaviors
where someone from work took or shared sexually suggestive pictures or videos of the member
and someone from work displayed or sent sexually explicit materials.
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DoD women and DoD men who experienced someone from work either taking or sharing
sexually suggestive pictures or videos of them were more likely than those who did not
experience this behavior to indicate they were aware of a Service member misusing social
media to ridicule, abuse, stalk, or harm all groups listed (Figure 7). Specifically, women
(35%) and men (37%) who indicated pictures/videos of them were taken/shared were more
likely to indicate they were aware of a Service member misusing social media to target another
military member, while women (11%) and men (9%) who did not experience the behavior were
less likely. Women (19%) and men (25%) who experienced the behavior were more likely to
indicate they were aware of a Service member misusing social media to target their chain of
command, while women and men (both 6%) who did not experience the behavior were less
likely. Women (23%) and men (33%) who experienced someone taking/sharing pictures/videos
of them were more likely to indicate they were aware of a Service member misusing social
media to target their Service, while women and men (both 9%) who did not experience the
behavior were less likely. Finally, women (20%) and men (36%) who experienced the behavior
were more likely to indicate they were aware of a Service member misusing social media to
target the DoD as a whole, while women and men (both 8%) who did not experience the
behavior were less likely.
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Figure 7: Awareness of Social Media Misuse by Experienced/Did Not Experience Having Pictures/Videos of Them
Taken/Shared

As shown in Table 1, in general, DoD women who indicated having pictures/videos of them
taken or shared had an impact on their awareness of social media misuse by Service members
across all targets. For example, Army (31%), Navy (35%), and Air Force (31%) women who
indicated having pictures/videos of them taken/shared were more likely to indicate awareness of
a Service member misusing social media targeting another Service member, while Army
(12%), Navy (13%), and Air Force (8%) women who did not indicate experiencing the behavior
were less likely.

Women in the Marine Corps who indicated having pictures/videos of them taken/shared were
more likely than women in the other Services to indicate awareness of a Service member
misusing social media to target: their chain of command (37%), their Service (44%), and the
DoD as a whole (38%). Army women who experienced the behavior (12%) were less likely
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than women in the other Services to indicate awareness of a Service member misusing social
media to target their Service.

For DoD men who indicated having pictures/videos of them taken or shared, experiencing the
behavior had an impact on Army and Air Force men’s’ awareness of social media misuse by
Service members across all targets. For example, Army (45%) and Air Force (40%) men who
indicated having pictures/videos of them taken/shared were more likely to indicate awareness of
a Service member misusing social media targeting another Service member, while Army (9%)
and Air Force (6%) men who did not indicate experiencing the behavior were less likely.

Army men who indicated having pictures/videos of them taken/shared were more likely than
men in the other Services to indicate awareness of a Service member misusing social media to
target their chain of command (35%).

Table 1: Awareness of Social Media Misuse by Experienced/Did Not Experience Having Pictures/Videos of Them
Taken/Shared, by Service

Key: T Higher Response f Lower Response Army Navy Marine
Corps
Within Service Differences:
More likel Less likel
NR

DoD Women

Another Service member Experienced 31t 35t 31t
Did not experience 12% 13% 18 8%
Your chain of command Experienced 161 17 371 1 14+t
Did not experience 6% 8 9% 4%
Your Service Experienced 12 | 27t 441 1 22t
Did not experience 9 11% 16% 61
The DoD as a whole Experienced 14 21 38t 1 16t
Did not experience 8 9 15% 6%
Margins of error +1-12 +1-15 +2-17 +1-12
DoD Men
Another Service member Experienced 45t NR NR 40t
Did not experience Sk 10 11 61
Your chain of command Experienced 35t 1 14 NR 22t
Did not experience 71 7 8 4%
Your Service Experienced 35t NR NR 34t
Did not experience 8t 9 11 61
The DoD as a whole Experienced 39t NR NR 31t
Did not experience 8% 9 11 6%
Margins of error +1-12 +1-17 +1 +1-17

DoD women and DoD men who experienced someone from work displaying, showing, or
sending sexually explicit materials like pictures or videos were more likely than those who did
not experience this behavior to indicate they were aware of a Service member misusing
social media to ridicule, abuse, stalk, or harm all groups listed (Figure 8). Specifically,
women (33%) and men (28%) who indicated being shown/sent sexually explicit materials were
more likely to indicate they were aware of a Service member misusing social media to target
another military member, while women (11%) and men (8%) who did not experience the
behavior were less likely. Women (17%) and men (18%) who experienced the behavior were
more likely to indicate they were aware of a Service member misusing social media to target
their chain of command, while women and men (both 6%) who did not experience the
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behavior were less likely. Women (21%) and men (22%) who indicated being shown/sent
sexually explicit materials were more likely to indicate they were aware of a Service member
misusing social media to target their Service, while women and men (both 9%) who did not
experience the behavior were less likely. Finally, women (17%) and men (22%) who
experienced the behavior were more likely to indicate they were aware of a Service member
misusing social media to target the DoD as a whole, while women and men (both 8%) who did
not experience the behavior were less likely.
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Figure 8: Awareness of Social Media Misuse by Experienced/Did Not Experience Being Shown/Sent Sexually Explicit
Materials

As shown in Table 2, in general, DoD women who i